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SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


FRIDAY, JANUARY 28, 1955 


Unirep Srates Senate, 
ComMITTEE ON Post Orrice AND Civ. Service, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 135, Senate 
Office Building, Senator Olin D. Johnston (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators Johnston, Langer, Carlson, Curtis, Pastore, Hen- 
nings, Scott, and Monroney. 

Also present: H. W. Brawley, executive director, and R. W. John- 
son. 

The Cuamman. The committee will come to order. 

We are here today to hear testimony on pay increase proposals for 
Federal employees; that is, the postal workers and all other Govern- 
ment civil-service workers. Shall we proceed? 

We have two bills before us, S. 1 and S. 773. Testimony will be 
taken on these and other related pay increase proposals. 

Senator Pastore. For the purpose, Mr. Chairman, of better under- 
standing this, could we have a brief explanation on the part of the 
sponsor of S. 1 and a brief explanation on the part of the sponsor of 
S. 773, so that we will know what we are talking about. 

The CuatrmMan. S. 1 is a very brief bill introduced by me and 20 
other Senators. It provides a 10 percent increase in pay for all postal 
employees, with a minimum of $400. In each instance salaries are 
rounded off to the nearest $100. 

Senator Pastore. And when does it take effect? 

The Cuarrman. This bill takes effect the first pay period after it 
has been signed by the President. 

Senator Pastore. And is there a retroactive aspect in the bill? 

The CuarrMan. Section 5 provides that the pay provisions will be 
retroactive to August 23, 1954, the day the President vetoed the last 
pay proposal approved by Congress. 

Sibator Pastore. For people still in the employment of the Gov- 
ernment at the time this becomes effective; right ? 

The Cuatrman. In most cases, yes; but in case of veterans return- 
ing from service and widows of employees who died during the interim 
period, they will benefit by the retroactive provision. 

Senator Pastore. Unless that person went on retirement before 
that time and up to the time of retirement from August 23. 

The Cuatrman. That is true. 

Senator Pastore. I think I understand that one. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Carlson. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, yesterday, at page 708 of the 
Record, I made a short statement when introducing the bills which 
were submitted to the Vice President by Postmaster General Summer- 
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field and the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission, Mr. Young, 
dealing with proposed salary increases for both the postal workers and 
the classified Federal employees. 

Both bills carry out the recommendations of the President in his 
message to Congress under the date of January 11, and we will have 
full and complete testimony on them from both of the departments. 

Generally speaking, the postal pay increase bill is an across-the- 
board 5 percent, but, with the adjustment for reclassification, will 
average about 614 percent. 

It is slightly more than the bill the Senate passed last year which 
was vetoed by the President. I am going to insist in every way I can 
to get legislation that will bring about equitable and just pay increases 
for our postal workers and Federal employees, and at the same time 
I hope we can secure legislation that will not run into budgetary 
difficulty in the executive branch of the Government. 

That doesn’t mean T have talked to anyone about a veto, but this 
is the President's proposal, and as its sponsor, IT will be glad to hear 
the views of the representatives of the organizations on it. 

I think we must keep in mind the cost of the bills before this com- 
mittee. S. 773, for the postal workers of the Nation, is $129 million 
a year, and S. 774, for the classified employees, $202 million, an 
overall cost of $331 million. I am happy to present this basic back- 
ground material for the record. 

Senator Pastore. My only reason for it is that I thought before you 
start the hearings it is good to have an explanation for the purpose 
of the people who read them. I merely thought it was good procedure 
to have the bills explained before we start the hearings. 

Senator Cartson. I am in accord with the Senator from Rhode 
Island and I think they should he explained. 

The Cratrman. If the two bills weren’t so long, I would offer both 
bills in evidence, but T notice S. 773 is about 109 pages long. 

Senator Pastore. I just wanted to know the difference in them, 
that is all. 

Senator Cartson. May T ask a question on S. 1. For the record, 
does it provide for reclassification of positions in the various grades? 

Senator Pastore. No. 

The CHarrMan. It does not. 

Senator Cartson. Just an across-the-board increase. 

The Cuamrman. Mr. William Doherty. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. DOHERTY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Donerty. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is William C. Doherty. I am president of the National Asso- 
ciation of Letters Carriers, an affiliate of the American Federation 
of Labor. Our organization represents letter carriers in the field 
service of the Post Office Department. We have approximately 
103.000 members located throughout the 48 States, Alaska, Puerto 
Rico, and the Territory of Hawaii. 

At the outset, I should like to compliment the chairman and the 
other distinguished members of his committee for providing our 
organization this opportunity to be heard on the vital subject of 
postal salaries. Unlike our friends and neighbors in private industry, 
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we very definitely want our Government to inject itself in our economic 
affairs. Our financial welfare has been too long ignored by our 
Government. 

Federal employees want to share equitably in the ever-increasing 
economic growth of America. They desire to satisfy their natural 
yearnings for security for their families, the best possible education 
for their children, and participation in their local community life 
with their friends and neighbors. All of these are difficult to attain 
under the current wage structure of our employment. We, therefore, 
confidently look to Congress for quick and sympathetic consideration 
of our salary needs. 

The question of a salary adjustment is one which you gentlemen will 
have to decide. We are convinced the need is obvious on two counts; 
that is, from the viewpoint of the postal service as well as the economic 
requirements of its employees. We, therefore, earnestly request your 
early approval of S. 1. If we fail to make our case or our request is 
unreasonable, you will have every right to reject it without apology. 
On the other hand, if it is shown that postal employees cannot main- 
tain themselves and their families above a marginal standard of ex- 
istence on their present salaries, then we are satisfied this committee 
is fair and wise enough to approve legislation to help solve our eco- 
nomic problems. 

It ocurs to me that one answer to the need for a wage adjustment is 
found in the number of cosponsors to 8. 1, now pending before this 
committee. The record will show there are 21 Senators—6 from this 
distinguished committee—listed as coauthors of S. 1. Our organiza- 
tion wholeheartedly endorses S. 1 and in so doing desires to express 
the sincere appreciation of our entire membership to the 21 cosponsors 
of the bill. The introduction and support of S. 1 demonstrates a 
genuine interest in the welfare of postal personnel. 

It is the considered opinion of our organization that S. 1 is fair 
and reasonable. Passage of the legislation will not suddenly make 
postal employees millionaires. It will not make them the best paid 
workers in the Nation. It will, however, help place them on a par 
with present-day economic realities. It w ill also help make it possible 
for many of them to pay their bills, stop borrowing, educate their 
children, and, in general, lead a decent American standard of living 
at the level of the middle-class worker—a class which is the sinew and 
backbone of the strength and greatness of this Nation. 

In brief summary, section 1 (a) of S. 1 provides for a 10-pereent 
increase or $400 per annum, whichever is the greater. The applica- 
tion of this provision, plus the benefits extended by section 1 (b)— 
which provides that after salaries are increased they shall then be 
adjusted to the nearest multiple of $100—results in a $430 per annum 
increase for the employees I represent. 

Our organization represents both annual-rate employees; that is, 

regular letter carriers, as well as substitute carriers. This last group 
is ‘paid on an hourly basis for actual hours worked. S. 1 provides for 
an increase of 20 cents per hour for substitute letter carriers. 

I should like to recall one point made in my testimony before this 
distinguished committee last year. At that time we made ac ompari- 
son of gross earnings and take-home pay of regular letter carriers. 
The comparison remains valid today, although “the present average 
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pay figure would be a few dollars higher—not hundreds of dollars, 
just a couple of dollars. 

We took the average pay of letter carriers, including longevity, as 
shown in the reports of Postmasters General from 1939 through fiscal 
year 1952—the latest report available to us. An employee claiming 
3 exemptions, for example, had $2,007.47 in take-home pay in 1939. 
The same person in 1952 took home $3,378.78. Now, today, if we were 
to provide the equivalent purchasing power of 1939, the take-home 
pay should be $3,927.60, or a gross average of $4,800 per year. 

S. 1 provides for a maximum gross salary of $4,800. The gross 
average would be considerably less, because a vast majority of regular 
letter carriers are not in the top longevity grade. 

There are three remaining points I wish to make. 

The first is concerned with the admitted increased productivity 
of the postal employee. 

This fact is seldom if ever discussed in salary hearings. It is a 
fair statement to say no monetary recognition has been given to postal 
employees for their sustained increased productivity. 

Based on the past history of salary legislation, it would seem only 
two considerations enter the picture—the cost of living and, always, 
the alleged postal deficit. 

We submit to the members of the committee that this approach to 
the wage problem is neither in accord with historic experience or the 
laws of economics. Wages are not quite so simple a problem; they 
are a complex of competitive forces, cost of living, productivity of 
the national economy, productivity of the individual firm and worker, 
collective bargaining, the American goal of a constantly rising stand- 
ard of living, and the demands of an economy predicated on mass pro- 
duction for a market through mass consumption. We find it impos- 
sible to adopt the simple and untenable theory of wages voiced by those 
who neglect increased productivity. Management has ever been vo- 
ciferous in proclaiming that wages (in given wage disputes) could 
not be raised without a corresponding raise in productivity. Clearly, 
if wages are kept down because of foadiemnatn productivity, they should 
be raised in accord with adequate and increased productivity. In 
this connection we would ask permission to quote from the report of 
the Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil Service (No. 1086) 
of March 24, 1954, the following findings relative to the increased 
productivity of postal employees: 

Broadly viewed, the postal service performs a variety of vital economic 
functions * * * They support and help maintain given levels of income and 
output and stand ready to aid in advances toward higher levels (p. 52). 

In recent years a change of $100 in national income has, on the average, 


been accompanied by a change in the same direction of about 20 cents in first- 
class revenue (p. 52). 


In the past 10 years alone, revenue per capita has nearly doubled (p. 60). 

Over the years postal revenues have tended to move with the total volume of 
goods and services the National produces. Both have risen, with postal revenues 
advancing faster (p. 61). 

During World War II the Nation increased its per capita output more than 
50 percent, and the post office gross per capita income advanced fully 75 per- 
cent. Since 1946, gains in postal revenues have continued to outstrip the in- 
crease in production (p. 62). 

From 1946 on, the workload per man-year, based on pounds of mail handled, 
moved irregularly upward. The workload per man-year based on the number 


of pieces handled, which is probably a more accurate measure, moved con- 
sistently upward (p. 83). 
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According to the table given (p. 83) in 1938, pieces handled per 
man were 84,300 ; in 1952 they were 101,400. 

The overall picture, comparing 1938 to 1952, has been one of increased em- 
polyment, increased volume, and increased productivity. From 1938 to 1982, 
employment increased 59 percent, while volume in pieces went up 92 percent. 
The great increase in volume handled over employment meant that a single 
employee handled 20 percent more mail per year in 1952 than in 1938 (p. 838). 

These excerpts from the very thorough Senate report indicate an 
unmistakable role played by postal workers in both the increased 
productivity of the Nation and of the postal service since 1958. Yet 
this is being completely ignored and would result in depriving the 
worker of his historic participation in increased productivity. 

The record is replete with facts supporting the employees’ claim 
of ever-increasing productivity. 

For example, the report of the Postmaster General for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1952, showed a 6.04 percent increase in mail 
volume and only a 1.3 percent increase in hours of employment over 
the 1951 fiscal year. The same report, which is the latest available 
to us, gave figures for the previous 5 years stating that volume had in- 
creased 33 percent, weight 29 percent, with only a 9 percent increase 
in hours of employment. 

The second point is in relation to that all-time favorite whipping 
boy—the so-called postal deficit. 

I should like to invite your attention to the reprint from the budget 
for fiscal year 1956 inserted at this point in my testimony. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 
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Ss SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Hours could be consumed analyzing this one page and the figures 
thereon. However, I will confine myself to one brief observation. 
It is in connection with the specious argument that postal wages 
cannot be increased because the postal service already costs the Ameri- 
can taxpayer entirely too much money. 

A glance at the column listing “Gross budget expenditures” on the 
chart will show that several agencies of Government, to be exact, 
are more costly to maintain and operate than the postal service. At 
the same time I am constrained to say that the postal service probably 
touches the lives of more people than any other agency. More than 
that, with the possible exception of the Bureau of Internal Revenue, 
the Post Office Department comes closer to paying its own way than 
any other activity of Government. 

And now, may I revert to the chart inserted in my statement, dis- 
tinguished members of the committee, to invite attention to the third 
column which lists the agencies throughout the entire Government. 
For the Department of Defense for military functions, $40,336,252,986 
were appropriated in fiscal 1954 and $40,335,773,233 were spent. 
Compare that, if you will, please, with the actual expenditure by the 
Post Office Department in fiscal 1954 spent $2,686,297,013. That was 
the gross budget expenditure. The applicable receipts; that is, from 
postal revenues, and all other services was $2,516,983,545, or a net loss, 
if it is considered to be a loss, when after all, it is a service to the 
great people of the Nation, of $311,754,303. 

The point I am making, gentlemen of the committee, is that the 
expenditure in the Defense Department, and I am not saying that it 
is wrong, but the expenditure is about 120 times more than it is in 
the Post Office Department, and I am not including the civil functions 
of the Department of Defense. 

Now if it is a deficit for the Post Office Department, gentlemen of 
the committee, I contend it is also a deficit in the Defense Department, 
and ways and means ought to be devised which will permit all of the 
departments or agencies to pay as they go, as apparently is intended in 
the United States postal service. 

I realize that time is of the essence here this morning and for that 
reason I will make an unusual request, Mr. Chairman, that the com- 
mittee permit me to insert the balance of my prepared statement as 
if read, with the exception of the last paragraph, so that I might take 
up S. 773. 

Would that be possible, Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuarmrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Douerry. It will be interesting to include at this point an 
observation made on this subject by President George Meany of the 
American Federation of Labor. Speaking to the recent 73d AFL 
Convention, Mr. Meany said: 

For many years there have been two schools of thought in regard to the 
salaries and the income of the Post Office Department; the question of whether 
or not this Department should be put on what is known as a business basis, in 


other words, whether this Department should relate its salaries and its expenses 
to its income. This question, as far as I know, has never been resolved one 
way or the other. 

I take no position either way. But I do point out that the presentation of 
arguments in regard to an adequate salary should not be handicapped by the 
fact that this question of a business administration or business budget or a 
balancing of income and expenses is still unresolved. We have any number 
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of departments of the Federal Government and of all governments, where there 
is no question of income. We do not set a policeman’s salary in the cities on 
the basis of the income of the police department. We do not fix the wages and 
money paid to the officers and people in our armed services on the question of 
whether or not the armed services themselves bring in any income to the 
Government. 

The veto of this 5 percent bill was based on this business idea. I would like to 
submit we have always contended if it is to be a business idea, that no business 
has a right to rest its continued existence on the payment of less than a decent 
living wage to the employees. 

I personally think that the postal service is a service to the people. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, that I always have taken the position 
that our postal system is a service institution for the general welfare 
of our Nation and its citizenry. 

Mr. Meany concluded his remarks with the following observation : 

So in the absence of any resolution of this age-old controversy in regard to 
the Postal Department, I feel that the decision should rest on the very human 
question of whether or not the employees are getting a decent and adequate 
wage to care for their families. 

My final observation is concerned with the unfavorable comparison 
existing between the wages of letter carriers and the national 
prosperity of our time and generation. 

Not only are we not sharing equitably in the national income, but 
we are not getting our share of the “personal income” of the Nation. 
According to the Federal Reserve Bulletin, personal incomes in 1953 
were 6 percent greater than they were in 1952. To my best knowledge, 
the figures for 1954 have not yet been published, but if it is true that 
1954 was our Nation’s “second best year,” the 6 percent figure could 
easily be topped. 

If the personal income of the Nation rises 6 percent in 1 year, it 
is not difficult to imagine how much more will be needed to raise the 
wages of letter carriers, whose last pay adjustment was in 1951. 

worker’s standard of living is determined chiefly by the amount 
of his gross earnings, disposable income, and personal consumption 
expenditures. As I have pointed out, personal incomes are steadily 
moving upward. The November 1954 issue of the Survey of Current 
Business, published by the Department of Commerce, reports similar 
increase for the first 9 months of 1954 in disposable income (earnings 
after taxes) and personal disposable expenditures. 

The Federal Reserve Bulletin (July 1954, vol. 40, No. 7) reports 
the average income after taxes and similar deductions for 1951 was 
$3,380. By 1953 it was $3,920. Here we find an increase of ap- 
proximately 16 percent in disposable income, as compared to a gross 
amount of 10 percent, plus $30, provided for letter carriers in S. 1. 

For another example, disposable income for the first 9 months of 
1953 amounted to $249.8 billion. For a like period in 1954, it was 
$252.8 billion, or an increase of $3 billion. Personal consumption 
expenditures for the first three quarters increased 2.6 percent in 1954. 
Obviously letter carriers have not shared proportionately in the rising 
standard of living which has come through our increased national 
productivity. We submit that we should have been sharing in this 
national prosperity. 

In brief summary, since 1939 personal incomes went up for the 
people as a whole over 300 percent, that of the letter carrier went up 
approximately 95 percent. While the expenditures or standard of 
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living of the people went up almost 400 percent, that of the letter 
carrier could not have gone up more than 95 percent without extra 
work or going into debt. I submit this is an inequity of simply 
enormous proportions. It cries to Heaven for immediate correction. 

In the 83d Congress we believe employees made a strong economic 
case for an $800 increase. The arguments and facts supporting that 
amount have not become less attractive to this witness, the veto of 
H. R. 7774 notwithstanding. Since that veto we have taken counsel 
with our friends in various walks of life, some of whom have en- 
couraged us to take our present position with respect to S. 1. 

Having done so, it is my considered opinion that we should not be 
expected to yield further. There is a saturation point to all things, 
even to practicalities involved in the present-day salary negotiations. 
On this premise, I respectfully request early and favorable approval 
of S. 1 by this committee, to be followed by similar action by the Sen- 
ate as a whole. 

Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, since the intro- 
duction of S. 1 on January 6, there has been introduced entirely new 
legislation in both Houses of Congress. 

The first bill made its appearance on January 25, just a few days 
ago. It was introduced by Congressman Tom Murray of Tennessee, 
with an identical bill by Congressman Edward Rees of Kansas. Yes- 
terday our very good friend from Kansas, and member of this com- 
mittee, the former chairman, Senator Carlson, and several other 
Senators, introduced S. 773, which I assume is identical with H. R. 
2987—The Murray-Rees bills. 

I have made preliminary analysis of H. R. 2987 and I want the 
record to show that the legislation suggested by the Postmaster Gen- 
eral is less acceptable to the National Association of Letter Carriers 
than the provisions of the Fry, Summerfield, Rees proposal of last 
year. Iam prepared to take up H. R. 2987 or S. 773, line by line and 
paragraph by paragraph in this preliminary analysis. 

For instance, on page 4 of the new bill, S. 773, lines 20 through 25, 
this language is found: 

Sec. 301. The Postmaster General shall determine the personnel requirements 
of the postal field service and fix the number of supervisors and other employees 
in such service. He shall define the various positions other than the key posi- 
tions specified in section 303 of this Act, and the standard positions of post- 
master in fourth-class offices and rural carrier. He shall assign each such 
position to its appropriate salary level in the postal field service schedule. 

My comment is, the proposal places too much power in the hands of 
any Postmaster General, either present or future. 

Authority to fix the number of supervisors and other employees 
should remain with the Congress of the United States. This also 
applies to assigning each such position to its appropriate salary level 
in the postal field service schedule. 

And may I say that in our preliminary analysis of this reclassifica- 
tion bill we find there are a number of supervisory positions being ab- 
solutely eliminated. His proposals are now termed a job evaluation 
by the Postmaster General. These supervisory positions henceforth 
will undoubtedly come under section 301, which provides that the 
Postmaster General can do what he will and at his own whim, with 
the positions of clerk in charge, assistant superintendents of stations, 
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assistant superintendents of mails, and many other titles that have 
been historically in the postal service. In this bill they are apparently 
eliminated entirely, and there are only five supervisory positions speci- 
fied in this new proposed legislation. I do not represent supervisors 
here this morning, although 1 many supervisors are members of our or- 

ganization. Nevertheless, I think someone should speak out in the 
defense of the interests of the supervisory personnel in the field service 
of the Post Office Department. Someone must come to their rescue be- 
fore it is too late. My fears spring from the type of language in 5S. 
773 and the other things contemplated in this bill. 

Senator Pastore. If there were a provision here that in no case 
could the Postmaster grade any individual downward, that all grading 
would have to be upward, would your objection be the same ? 

Mr. Douerry. If there were such a provision, I would probably 
take an entirely different view, Senator Pastore, and I thank you for 
that question. 

In the press release attendant to this bill, the Postmaster General 
uses this Raaiean and I am referring to release No. 15 of Monday, 
January 24, and | quote from the third paragraph: 

It was worked out after 60 different consultations with various employee or- 


ganizations to give full consideration to all employee viewpoints 


, Mr. Summer- 
field added. 


Now it is true, and it is to their everlasting credit—we did go to the 
Post Office Department, that is, our organization, some 5 or 6 times. 
In each instance the genial gentlemen serving as Assistant Postmasters 
General in the Bureau of Oper ation and the Bureau of Personnel told 
us What was in the making. But they told us one thing and recom- 
mended entirely different legislation to Congress. 

For ex xample, I hold in my hand an exact copy of a position title or 
job description of the city letter carrier, given us by the Department. 
[ refer to item No. 11 on page 2 thereof. It reads, and I quote—and 
I ask you to listen to this language very carefully, because it is so 
significant; I quote: 


may perform other related duties of similar position or level as assigned. 


Now, I would ask you to turn to page 20 of S. 773, line 25. It reads: 
As the needs of the service require, may perform other related duties of the 
same or lower level as assigned; occasionally, may perform duties of a higher 
level. 

Please note the inclusion of the words “lower level.” 

Senator Cartson. Would you have any objection, Mr. Doherty, 
making that a part of the record ? 

Mr. Donerry. I would be delighted, Senator, together with all of 
my observations on this bill if you wish. There are possibly 100 
objections I have to S. 773 and its House counterpart. 

Senator Cartson. Personally, I want to assure Mr. Doherty I am 
glad to get them. I think we should have them, but following the 
Senator from Rhode Island’s question the witness referred to release 
No. 15, and I want to quote one sentence myself from it and find out 
if 1 am correct or incorrect. 

Page 4 in the release states: 


to 


Protective provisions of the bill guarantee that no employee shall take a pay cut 
as a result of the adjustment of the new schedule. 
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Is that correct ? 

Mr. Douerry. That is in there. However, there is also this lan- 
guage I am about to read into the record, Senator Carlson, and before 
I do, may I express to the former chairman of the distinguished com- 
mittee our thanks for all he did in attempting to get a wage adjust- 
ment for all postal and Federal employees. 

It is regretted that the White House did not see eye to eye with the 
committee and the Congress of the United States, but we appreciate 
what you did, Senator Carlson, along with your colleagues on the 
committee at that time. 

Senator Cartson. May I state, Mr. Chairman, my position has not 
changed in that regard and we are going to do everything in our 
pose to get a pay increase this year, not only for postal employees, 

ut for classified employees. 

Mr. Donerry. I hope and pray his statement comes to pass, and 
we appreciate it. 

To repeat, on page 20, line 25, in S. 773, this language appears: 

As the needs of the service require— 


and this is the comparison, by the way, with what I have previously 
read— 

As the needs of the service require, may perform other related duties of the 
same or lower level as assigned, occasionally may perform duties of a higher 


level. 

Now, our contention is this authority unquestionably gives the 
Postmaster General the right either to upgrade or downgrade postal 
field service employees at will. In order to conserve time may I say 
this same language appears in 21 different places in the bills, S. 773 
and H. R. 2987. 

Senator Pastore. May I ask a question again at this point? Does 
Mr. Doherty construe what he has just read as a limitation upon or as 
an authority upon the Postmaster to regulate duties, irrespective of 
regulating adjustments in salary, or does he connect them together 
to mean the same thing? 

Mr. Donerry. From my own analysis, taking several days, since 
this bill was introduced, I can say it is my considered opinion—and 
I say with all of the conviction in my heart—that the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, if this bill becomes law, can move anybody where he wants to 
move them, up or down the ladder. 

It is practically the same authority he had in the Fry-Summerfield- 
Rees proposal of last year. That is a true statement, Senator Pastore. 

Senator Curtis. Is that paywise as well as duties? 

Mr. Donerty. That is my opinion. 

Senator Pastore. Even if it does not include pay, you could humili- 
ate a man to the extent that he would have to get out. 

Mr. Douerty. I say it is dangerous, very dangerous. 

Senator Monroney. One of the favorite devices of this administra- 
tion seems to be to transfer somebody who has been a 30-year resident, 
2 years away from retirement, in New Hampshire, away to El Paso 
for perhaps 2 years; does this give any prohibition against territorial 
shifts at the will and caprice of the Postmaster General ? 

Mr. Douerry. A little later in my testimony, Senator Monroney, I 
will develop that under the provisions of this proposal as written, 
people can be brought into the Postal Service at the will of the Post- 
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master General and placed in practically any category. The only 
restriction being that he shall come in at one grade less than the par- 
ticular position pays at the time he enters the postal service. In other 
words, it is going to open the door to raiding other departments and 
agencies of Government. It is going to bring people in as supervisory 
officials in the postal field service and put them over the experienced, 
loyal supervisors. They may even bring them in at the letter carrier 
level and senioritywise put them over letter carriers with 5, 10, 20, or 
25 years’ of service. 

Senator Monroney. Isn’t it also a fact that the postal service is nor- 
torious for its slow promotions, that other people in other branches 
have the chance to go up fast in pay and grades but the postal service, 
because of its stability and long-term service offers very few promo- 
tions even at best. 

Mr. Douerry. That is a true statement, Senator Monroney. His- 
torically, promotions have been slow in the field service of the Post 
Office Department. I had hoped this legislation would correct it. It 
does not correct it. 

The Cuatrman. I have evidence of orders moving employees who 
have been in one installation as much as 39 years to other sections of 
the country. In most cases it is nothing more than an effort to get 
the employee to resign or retire. 

Mr. Donerty. I understand it is. 

The Cuarrman. I have one particular case in mind. One man came 
to me who has been working for 39 years in Washington, D.C. They 
are transferring him to Atlanta, Ga. This man is given no recourse 
but to tear up an established home of 39 years or to resign and get out. 

Mr. Douerry. As I have said, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee, this is merely a preliminary analysis. Nevertheless, we 
have developed at least 100 objections to language on various pages 
in the bill, and our biggest objection, of course, is the fact that it 
allocates a mere 5 percent by way of an upward wage adjustment. 

We think the amount should be increased. But more than that, if 
the 5 percent allocated in the bill remains—and I speak for 103,000 
letter carriers, and I rather suspect for all postal employees—and if 
the other language also remains, we would prefer nothing to this bill 
as now written, nothing whatsoever. 

From our point of view, it is that bad. 

The CuamrMan. Well, with all of the uncertainties prevailing now 
in the Post Office Department, do you think that this statement here 
in Jerry Klutz’ column is true. He is quoting from the President of 
the National Association of Postmasters: 


The President yesterday was told— 
the President of the United States— 


was told that employee morale in the postal service is on the upgrade. He 
received the assurance from Raymond McNamara, president, National Associa- 
tion of Postmasters, and a dozen other members of the organization who called 
on the President at the White House. 

What have you got to say in regards to that statement ? 

Mr. Douertry. Mr. Chairman, the president of the National Asso- 
ciation of Postmasters was not speaking for the letter carriers of 
the United States. I can say in all sincerity and with no reflection on 

59149—55——2 
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the President of the United States, whom I admire greatly, I can say 
that the morale of the postal service reached an all-time low on August 
23, 1954, when the President vetoed the bill known as H. R. 7774. Em- 
ployee morale has not revived since, and the only way it will come 
back, in my estimation, is with a justifiable upward wage adjustment. 

I do not know of any ill in the postal service at the present time that 
a reasonable increase in wages will not cure. I do not agree with the 
gentleman who made that statement. It strikes me that he and others 
in his organization made a similar statement to President Harry 
Truman when Postmaster General Jesse M. Donaldson was serving 
as the head of the Post Office Department. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, I grieved sincerely to hear the 
dlistinguished president of this great organization state that he would 
rather not have any legislation than to have this particular type of 
bill. I want to ask him this question with respect to a release which 
he has, but which I have not myself had an opportunity to study. I 
refer to release No. 15, which states : 

Some of the biggest groups to benefit would be as follows: 271,000 city car- 
riers and clerks in first- and second-class post offices would move from a present 
$3,270-$4,070 basic salary range to new $3,590—$4,280 range; 26,000 mail handlers 
would move from $3,170-$3,470 to $3,330—-$3,990 ; 20,000 clerks in third-class post 
offices from $2,770—-$3,070 to $3,080-$3,710; 17,000 postal transportation service 
clerks on road duty, from 3,470—-$4,270 to $3,S80-$4,630; 4.500 special delivery 
messengers ; $3,170—-$3,770 to $3,590—-$4,280; 4,100 motor-vehicle operators, from 
$3,270-$4,070 to $3,590-$4,280. 

Mr. Donerry. That looks good on the surface, Senator; however, 
that salary means to the top grade letter carrier—and I might include 
the postal clerks if they will not take umbrage, and the motor vehicle 
employees, it means a top grade man, for all of his faithful, loyal serv- 
ice will, under this propos: sal, receive an increase of $210 a year. Yet 
the man who came in after him, the man in present grade 8 who re- 
ceives $3,970 per annum, will get an increase of $310 per year, or 
$4,280. In either event, if it is the grade 8 man who gets $3,970 a 
year, and will receive a $310 increase under this proposal, or the grade 
® man who gets $4,070 a year at the present time, and will get $210 
increase under this proposal, in either event I am contending the 
amount involved is entirely inadequate, and I so sated before the As- 
sistant Postmaster General when our groups were over there very 
recently. 

But above and beyond our objection to those salary stipulations, 
if the other language in the bill remains and you give the Postmaster 
General authority to do things he never had authority to do hereto- 
fore, and you take away control by the Congress of the United States, 
then I am sure that our people in the field will object to the bill very 
seriously. I think I made a correct statement when I said that they 
would rather have nothing than take this bill in its present form. 

I have in mind, of course, that if the bill comes out at all it will 
come out in an amended form, and many of these objectionable 
features that I am pointing out here this morning will be removed 
from the bill. At least that is our fond hope. 

We are begging and pleading and praying that S. 773 can be 
referred to some kind of special commission which will make a thor- 
ough study of the subject of reclassification. We hope some of the 
philosophy and thinking contained in Senate Resolution 49 of last 


dian eens sn ecco 





Fs aire ana sa 


en Labi ttn De 


Aone: 


i pmo - ain aati 
sect iat lle ie i a Rien ce ite NE ANE TNA Se NTN ane 


~ ee thant Nee 


scsi 


ins nbsinenalaater it ti ie na 





SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES LS 


year, might be inserted and incorporated into this new job evaluation, 
or reclassification plan. 

The reports submitted by the personnel staff of your committee last 
year, Senator Carlson, brought in very progressive suggestions which, 
if actopted — put into practice, would have given to the people of 
the United States a much better postal service, and would have lifted 
the morale of all of the field service postal employees. Unfortunately, 
that report was not acce pted by those in power. 

Senator Carrson. Mr. Chairman, on that very point, I want to 
assure the witness, Mr. Doherty, that this committee will no doubt 
look into every provision in the bill, but I am thinking now of salary 
adjustments. 

I am taking it again from this release. I think there are some 
statements here that ought to be made a part of the record. It says 
here that 26,000 mail handlers would move from $3,330 to $3,990; 
in other words, an increase of $160 at entrance level to $520 at the 
top of that schedule. That is, to me, at least, an increase in salaries 
that might be well considered by the committee. Twenty thousand 
clerks in the third-class post offices would move from $3,080 to $3,710 
or an increase of $310 at entrance level to $640 at the top. Seventeen 
thousand — transportation service clerks on road duty, from 

33,880 to $4.630, or an increase of $410 at the entrance to $360 at 
the top. F orty-five hundred special-delivery messengers from $3,590 
to $4,280, or an increase of $420 at the entrance to $510 at the top. 
Forty-one thousand motor-vehicle operators from $3.590 to $4,280, 
or an increase of $320 at the entrance to $210, all increases being 5 per- 
cent or above, averaging 614 percent. 

It seems to me these are increases that at least merit the considera- 
tion of this committee. For that reason I made this statement. 

I sincerely hope the distinguished president of this — organi- 

zation will not say we should not even consider it because I do not 
want to consider legislation that is not worthy of consideration. 

I say that very sincerely. 

Mr. Donerry. I compliment the mail handlers, Senator Carlson, 
they are getting a better break in this bill, and also those 37,000 
clerks, and special messengers. The bill does give them a better 
break, and I think they are entitled to it. However, from the view- 
point of the carrier, the postal clerk, the motor-vehicle employee, 
and the vast army of other employees in the Post Office Department, 
we are not getting a very good break in the bill. 

What I attempted to say, regardless of the money provisions in the 
bill, if the other provisions which give all of this power to the Post- 
master General remain, we would rather not have any bill at all. 

Senator Caruson. I had reference principally to the salary 
increases. 

Mr. Douerry. The salary increases to letter carriers, postal clerks, 
motor-vehicle operators, and the 271,000, in particular, are picayunish, 
In my estimation. 

Now, I would like to leave the balance of my observations on S. 773 
and on H. R. 2987 with the committee staff, Mr. Chairman, and mem- 
bers of the committee, with the assurance that I will complete the 
analysis and have it up here within the next several days. It is a 
voluminous task because we were not shown all the provisions of this 
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proposition when we conferred with the Post Office Department. I 
say that in a friendly way. Had they shown us the whole bill we 
would have known what to expect when we came before this com- 
mittee. But all they showed us was that portion which applied to 
our own branch of service. We never dreamed the Postmaster Gen- 
eral would seek the dangerous power that is being sought in H. R. 
2987 and S. 773. 

May I leave this with the staff and express my deep gratitude and 
appreciation for the opportunity to appear here this morning. 

The Cuamman. I know I speak for the committee when I say that 
we appreciate your being in here on such short notice. We did expect 
the Postmaster General to be the first witness, but it so happened that 
he has to appear before the House Appropriations Committee and 
could not be here. 

Now, if you have anything else that you want to make a part of the 
record, I know the committee will agree for you to submit it. The 
record will remain open for some time at the end of the hearings. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, we urge that we get it. 

The Cuarrman. We want the information. 

Mr. Donertry. Within the next several days, Mr. Chairman, I will 
have a complete analysis of this bill in printed form for all to see, 
making comparison section by section, and line by line. 

In the meantime, I hope and pray, in fact, all of the postal people 
with little exception, the vast army of them, over 400,000, that S. 1 
is expedited on the Senate calendar so we may participate in some of 
the better things in life. 

The CHatrman. You have referred to H. R. 2987, which is not 
before this committee. The Senate bill 773 is now before the com- 
mittee, and I hope you will.review this bill, address your remarks to 
it, and submit it for inclusion in the record at a later date. I realize 
you have had no prior opportunity to see S. 773 as it was only printed 
this morning. 

Mr. Douerry. I am quite certain they are identical, or companion 
bills. 

Senator Cartson. Yes, they are. 

Mr. Donerry. A quick glance at your bill so indicates, Senator 
Carlson. 

Senator Pastorr. Mr. Doherty, I wonder if you could tell us, and 
if you cannot I think we ought to have the staff look it up and put 
it in the record, what has been the increase in the cost of living per- 
centagewise from 1939 to the present time, as against the increases 
that have been granted in salaries percentagewise to postal employees 
from 1939 to the present day ? 

The CuatrMan. May I also request that if you have any informa- 
tion on the comparison of increases granted people in private industry 
to those granted postal and Federal employees, that the material be 
submitted for the record. 

Mr. Douerry. I have the figures right in my hands. 

Senator Pastore. Could you give us that? 

Mr. Donerty. Assuming the 1939 consumer price index was 100, in 
1954 the consumer price index is 114.3. ' 

I do not have the percentage figure before me, but it stands to 
reason that, if the top grade letter carrier in 1939 made $2,100 per 
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year and today makes $4,070, not including longevity, you can readily 
see that he is far behind the economic parade. He has not had com- 
mensurate increases in his salary to make up for the increase in cost 
of living alone, and, if I may, Senator Pastore, I would like to say 
this: We contend that we are entitled to more than just a subsistence 
wage or a living wage. We think that in the lives of those we 
represent there should be something by way of a savings, a wage that 
will give them just a little bit better, just a little bit more than a bare 
existence. When you talk about the cost of living and the price index 
you are just keeping even with the board, as I understand it. 

I think we should have a little more than that. I think we should be 
compensated, too, for our increased productivity. 

Senator Pastorr. Do you feel we are even with the board at the 
present time, or we will be even with the 10 percent ? 

Mr. Donerry. I think we made our case for the $800 last year, but 
understanding the realities of the situation, where the President vetoed 
a 5 percent bill last year, we are going along with S. 1 this year. From 
July 1951, when we had our last increase in the postal service, the 
cost of living has increased 3.1 percent. That is a figure I was able to 
obtain from the Bureau of Labor Statistics this morning. 

The Cuarrman. I understand the staff of the committee has made 
a study and they will have certain statistics to insert in the record at 
our next meeting, which will throw a little light on the subject. 

Mr. Donerry. I am including in the 10 percent request, Mr. Chair- 
man, and members of the committee, something more than the actual 
increased cost of living, since our last pay bill. I am asking that we 

o back and pick up some of the shortages that we had in previous 
Retitatiol ote we made justifiable demands, and they were not 
recognized. So the 10 percent might put some employees even with 
the board, but more than that, of course, we would like some of the 
better things in life. Our people hope they can buy televisions and 
new automobiles. 

Senator Pastorr. That is the reason why in my question I did not 
go back to 1951, because I do not think that would be a very solid 
argument, but I did go back to 1939. 

Mr. Donerty. May I say this, in New York City the garbage col- 
lectors recently got a pay raise. Those who work for the department 
of sanitation and are at their top grade will receive $4,900 per annum. 
Now, that is an honorable profession, in my estimation, as it is a 
laborious job, but it is no more honorable or laborious than the job of 
the people I represent perform day in and day out in carrying the 
United States mails in all kinds of weather. If employees in that city 
agency are worth $4,900 in their top grade, I think the letter carrier is 
worth more than $4,070 in his top automatic grade. 

Senator Cartson. Before Mr. Doherty leaves, I want to pay a 
tribute for the splendid help you have been to the members of the com- 
mittee, at the time I was chairman of it. I want to say the Associa- 
tion of Letter Carriers is well represented, and I am personally in- 
debted to you for a lot of help in this field. 

You made a statement this morning in which you stated that the 
salary increase of the employees in the postal department should not 
be tied to any postal deficit or cost of operation. With that I am in 
thorough accord. That is not a fault of the postal employees as to 
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what the deficits are, and what the costs are. That is the responsi- 
bility of Congress. If we do not take care of that situation we cer- 
tainly should not make any pay raise contingent upon the cost of 
operation of the post office. 

I think that is a sound statement, and I sincerely hope we can keep 
them separate. 

Mr. Douerry. I thank the distinguished gentleman from Kansas 
for that observation because one of the things that worries all postal 
employees is the fact that those in high places are attempting to tie 
a wage increase to the so-called deficit. We contend they are not 
germane and each should be adjusted on its own merits. 

Senator Cartson. In that statement, I do not want to leave the 
inference that I am condoning any great deficit in the postal depart- 
ment. We have a $4 billion deficit now, and I think it is too much. 
I am one of the people that believes the Post Office Department is a 
service. I do not know if it is 100 million, or 200 million, but we are 
getting into the figures that warrant the attention of this committee. 
and our committee last year under the study which the distinguished 
chairmen and myself, and other members of the committee, and Mr. 
Doherty, and others, al] agree, that it should have some additional 
thought. 

{ think we should keep that in mind, but not in line with a salary 
increase. 

Senator Monronry. May I express my gratification to our distin- 
guished former chairman in that statement. I do not think it makes 
any more sense to tie a postal pay increase to raising of postal rates 
for 500,000 postal employees than it would to pass through a tax 
increase for the other 1,400,000 Federal employees. If you want to 
make fish out of the postal workers and fowl] out of the others, the rule 
should apply both ways. 

We are in a deficit position from a budget standpoint, and a tax 
increase is just as mandatory for the other Federal employees as a 
postal increase is for the postal workers. 

Mr. Douerry. That is the view of the National Association of 
Letter Carriers. 

I also thank our distinguished former chairman. He has been a 
beacon light when it comes to fair play. He did an excellent job as 
chairman of this committee. 

We appreciate all he has done for us, and is now doing for Federal 
workers. 

Senator Langer. Mr. Doherty, to be absolutely fair, how much 
should the increase be ? 

Mr. Donerty. To be absolutely fair, not less than $800, Senator 
Langer, and may I pause long enough to welcome you back to the 
committee. It was a great source of satisfaction and joy and elation 
to see you come back to our board of directors. 

Senator Lancer. Thank you very much. 

How much is it, 5 percent, 20 percent, or 25 percent ? 

Mr. Donertry. Eight hundred dollars, Senator Langer, would av- 
erage out at about 20 percent. We would not be satisfied with it, but 
I would say we would “ very happy with $800. 

The Cuatrman. Any other questions? 

Senator Lancer. Well, you and I have had some differences on that 
when I was chairman of the committee, as you will recollect, and Mr. 
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Hallbeck will recollect. We sent out an increase of $1,000, 
could just file it and we did just file it in this very room. 

Mr.. Donerry. I found in my years of travel along life’s highway) 
that the distinguished statesman from North Dakota is always right, 
and that I sometime err in my judgment. 

Senator Lancer. I think you erred that time. 

Senator Pastore. It is a pleasure to be on this committee, Every 
one is a great man. 

I have to go to another meeting, but I will read the record, 

The CHairman. Bill, we are certainly glad to have you with us 
this morning. As you have so many times in the past, you have 
given us much valuable information. 

Mr. Donerty. If your bill, Senator Johnston, is expedited, you 
will have our everlasting gratitude. And may I conclude by thank 
ing you sincerely for your great and sincere interest in employee 
welfare. You have never been found w: inting on the side of the 
employee. 

The C HAIRMAN. We are glad to have you with us. 

EK. C. Hallbeck, legislative director of the National Federation of 
Post Office Clerks. 

We will try to finish with the present witness, however. I do not 
know whether we should proceed further or not since the Senate is 
how in session. 

Proceed, Mr. Hallbeck. 

Mr. Ha.iBeck. Senator Johnston and members of the committee, 
in the interests of conserving the time of the committee, I would like 
to file my entire statement as if it were read, and comment briefly on 
certain sections of it which I think are pertinent to the record, and 
would prove helpful to the members of this committee. If that meets 
with your approval. 

The CHairmMan. We certainly thank you for your consideration 
of the committee members, because we want to conserve all of the 
time we can here. We will, of course, read all the testimony presented 
here. 

If anyone else who is scheduled to appear here this morning 
would like to file his statement we would be glad to receive it. 

Mr. Hauzeeck. Is it all right with you if I skip through it and 
discuss the highlights for you, because I think in the long run they are 
the most important, and will give the committee the better picture in 
the length of time available? 

The CHairmaANn. Your entire statement will appear in the record: 
it is so ordered. 


and we 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Hauipeck. Senator Johnston and gentlemen of the committee; 
For the purpose of the record, my name is E. C. Hallbeck, and I am 
the elected legislative director of the National Federation of Post 
Office Clerks, 711 14th Street NW., Washington 5, D.C. Our organ- 
ization is the largest of all postal and Feder: al employee groups. 

I appreciate the invitation to present our views with respect to the 
need for substantial postal salary increases. I particularly appreciate 
the promptness of this committee in considering that subject. Your 
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decisions will be a vital factor in determining whether the Senate 
of the United States decides that postal employees shall continue to 
work at a bare subsistence level, or whether they will be able to live like 
other citizens of their community. 

Equally, the action you take will decide how effective America’s 
most widely used system of communications will be. With mass 
resignations of experienced employees and sagging morale having 
alrea ady put the efficiency of the postal service in jeopardy you hold 
the key to whether post offices will again take the road of rising _. 
ductivity or continue to deteriorate. “In view of the necessarily | 1ort 
notice of these hearings, I regret that I have been unable to make this 
statement as ¢ omplete : as I should like, and I would appreciate permis- 
sion to file a supplemental statement at a later date if that seems 
desirable. 

The major problem of the post office is inadequate salaries. Every- 
one, in and out of Government, seems to agree that postal wages are 
inadequate. I have not heard anyone argue that a postal wage in- 
crease was not needed. Even those who opposed an increase last year 
have now joined in the virtually unanimous chorus calling for a raise. 
However, and to the employees’ misfortune, there is a great difference 
between being merely for a postal wage increase and being for an 
adequate increase. 

An adequate increase is one that will actually help post office em- 
ployees out of their present economic difficulties. It is one that will 
allow employees to make up at least a major part of the reduction 
in their standard of living. It is one that will permit them to give up 

the additional jobs they ‘have taken to supplement their inadequate 
salaries. It is one that will make it possible for their wives to stay at 
home with their children rather than working to help support the 
families. 

Such a wage increase cannot be limited to 5 percent, as suggested 
by the Post Office Department, nor to 1 of 7 or 8 percent that some 
newspaper columnists predict as the amount the Congress will finally 
approve. An adequate wage increase for post office “employ ees must 
be at least 10 percent, but not less than $400. That is the very minimum 
necessary. 

Our national executive committee meeting this week reaffirmed the 
position that a basic salary increase of S800 has been completely 
justified, but they recognized also that there are certain immediate 
and practical factors which make complete justice virtually un- 
obtainable without long delay. The needs of the employees are such 
that immediate action becomes necessary, and they have instructed 
me to support the bill S. 1, introduced by the chairman for himself 
and 5 members of this committee, Senators Neely, Langer, Pastore, 
Hennings, and Neuberger, and 15 other Senators. On behalf of the 
National Federation of Post Office Clerks, I urge early approval of 
that bill without destructive amendments. 

The present desperate economic condition in which post office em- 
plovees find themselves is not due solely to the fact that they have not 
had an increase in nearly 4 years. Its causes actually go back to the 
1940s, 

Postal employees have received a total of five wage increases since 
1939. In each instance, however, the pushing and pulling required to 
get the increases finally enacted whittled them down to a point where 
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the employees were always a little behind the rise in costs. The 
legislative compromises resulted each time in the employees being a 
little further from their 1939 standard of living. 

Now, these small lags have added up and they have reached mon- 
strous proportion. ‘Today, post office employees have a spendable 
income that is at least $600 a year less than it was in 1939. That is a 
terrible drop in a standard of living. 

This drop is especially astounding because it took place at a time 
when virtually all the rest of America witnessed a very large rise in 
its standard of living. The sad fact is that the post office employee 
is one of the very few Americans workers who is economically worse 
off today than he was 16 years ago. 

Since 1939 post office salaries have advanced 93.8 percent. That 
figure is the smallest increase granted to any major industrial group 
for which the Bureau of Labor Statistics has 16-year wage figures. 

The BLS has statistics for 32 groups, including virtually all of the 
nonsupervisory employees in manufacturing industries, the retail and 
wholesale trades, and the service fields. The increases since 1939 for 
these groups range from 112.3 percent for the telephone industry to 
228.5 percent for bituminous coal mining; 26 of the 32 have received 
more than 150 percent increases, 9 more than 200 percent. Even 
such notoriously low-paid groups as wholesale and retail trade em- 
ployees have received increases of 143.3 percent and 134.9 percent, 
respectively. 

The figures I have just quoted are at least 1 year old and since many 
of these trade groups have had further increases in the past 12 months, 
the actual discrepancy between postal wages and wages in private 
industry are greater today than they were at the time the statistics were 
compiled. 

In other words, post office employees have obtained increases at 
least 18 to 135 percent less than the rest of the American economy. 

But let us translate that into dollars and cents. I have obtained 
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics wage chronology information on 
a number of major companies that are wage leaders for representative 
American industries. I shall, if it meets with your approval, submit 
an analysis of these figures along with other data in a later statistical 
report to this committee. But let me cite, very briefly, some dollar 
and cents examples to show how far post office employees have fallen 
behind the rest of the economy in wage increases. 

My comparisons cover the period 1948 through 1953 because that 
is the time span for which data is most readily available at the moment. 

Since 1948, post office employees have had 2 wage increases amount- 
ing to a total of 25 cents an hour, Public Law 428, $120 per annum 
and Public Law 204, $400 per annum. Copper miners, working for 
the Anaconda Copper Mining Co., have received 5 increases in the 
same period, and a total of 46 cents an hour. The employees of Gen- 
eral Motors have in the same time span received 14 raises through cost- 
of-living increases, contract renegotiations, and rewards for produc- 
tivity for a total of 40 cents an hour. Employees of the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. have had 6 general increases and a total of 38.5 cents per 
hour. The North American Aviation Co. has granted 12 general 
wage increases, totaling 45 cents per hour. 

All of these increases affect the pay of all employees. Fringe bene- 
fits, which were obtained in large amounts during the 1948 to 1954 
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period, are not covered. Yet these workers in private industry still 
had between 5 and 14 raises during a time when post office employees 
had only 2. And they received between 38.5 and 46 cents per hour, 
while post office clerks were granted only 25 cents. 

A General Motors advertisement which appeared in the Flint, Mich., 
News Advertiser, for January 11, 1955, contains these two very sig- 
nificant statements: 

1. Weekly pay last year averaged $96. In 1950, which was a boom year, the 
average weekly pay for GM plant employees was $79. So it climbed $17 a week 
in 5 years. 


2. Forty-four cents per hour wage increase: The GM wage formula—fair to 


everyone, as a good formula should be, provides for two types of increases which 
come automatically. Since 1950 the annual improvement factor increase, as- 
suring a higher standard of living, added 22 cents an hour. In the same time, 
the cost-of-living allowance, protecting the buying power of an hour’s work, 
added 22 cents more. 

Please note that this is an advertisement of the General =e 
Corp. Perhaps it will not be considered impertinent to repeat a 
statement made to another committee of the Senate a couple of years 
ago, that “What is good for General Motors is good for the country. 
In this case I will admit that what was good for the employees of 
General Motors would be good for the employees of the Post Office 
Departinent. 

If proof is needed that General Motors is not the only quotable 
example of increased industrial earnings, I would like to cite a state- 
ment from a publication of the Flint, Mich., Chamber of Commerce, 
for June of last year, under the caption “Flint workers enjoy peak 
purchasing power” 

Wages of the average Flint factory worker will purchase more goods and 
services today than in any previous comparable period in history. Weekly 
earnings average $94.98 during the first 3 months of 1954, and exceeded 1951’s 
first quarter, an exceptionally high earnings period up to that time, by about 
21 percent. 

Of even greater significance is the fact that earnings have increased at a much 
faster rate than living costs. In sharp contrast to the above noted jump of 
21 percent in wages, living costs have risen less than 6 percent over the past 3 
years. Actual purchasing power of a Flint factory worker’s weekly pay is 14 
percent higher than it was at this time in 1951. 

It is our view that increased productivity should be rewarded. It 
is a recognized factor in determining increases granted in private in- 
dustry. “On that score post-oflice employees have an amazing record. 
One of the Post Office Department’s many press releases gave some 
amazing statistics on that score—Release No. 932, Thursday, July 2, 
1953. Itis reported that since 1939 mail volume has risen 94 percent. 
In other words, in the 16 years in which postal employees have seen 
their standard of living steadily decline, they have nearly doubled the 
workload they h: andle. 

This increased efficiency has, of course, resulted in tremendous sav- 
ings for the Post Office Department. Let me quote from a recent 
Postmaster General’s report on that point. This report states: 

For the 5-year period ending with 1952, while the volume of mail increased 


35 percent in the number of pieces and 29 percent in weight, the hours of 
productive employment increased only 9 percent. 


Yet post-office employees have never been rewarded for their in- 
creased productivity. Management in private industry attempts to 
promote higher productivity by sharing its benefits with employees. 
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Post Office Department officials, on the other hand, point to the postal 
deficit, shake their heads sadly, and tell employees they cannot allow 
even an increase sufficient to restore the 1939 standard of living, let 
alone reward employees for their harder work. Nor does the De ‘part 
ment. call Congress that the deficit, that bugaboo whose horrid shape 
is brought out every time the employees seek a living wage, would be 
Inany times its present size were it not for the increased eficiency of 
the employees. 

In summary, post-office employe es” spendable Income today Is more 
than $600 a year behind its 1939 level. 

Their wage increases in the last 15 years are between 15 to 139 per 
cent behind those of workers in priv ite indus try. 

They have increased their productivity 94 percent since 1939, but 
have received no reward whatsoever for it. 

One can draw only one conclusion from this data: Post-oflice em 
plovees are entitled to an immediate and adequate salary increase. 

Karly this week a bill was introduced in the [louse of Representa 
tives—and ] assume that an identical bill will be introduced in the 
Senate—which is understood to embody the views of the Post Office 
Department with respect to salary increases and reclassification, or, 
us It is now termed, “position evaluation” for the field postal sery = 

In the short space of time that we have had to study this bill i 
appears to be a refined version of a proposal made last year which was 
based on a report by the Fry Associates of Chicago, Ill. While the 
approach is somewhat different the net result would very likely be the 
same. 

At the very best it would provide salary increases of only $210 per 
annum for the majority of post-office clerks and letter carriers, the 
bulk of all employees in the field postal service. It would provide far 
more handsome increases for most employees other than clerks and 
carriers. Aside from the fact that the increase in wages provided is 
entirely lacking in reality and is unjustly and unnecessarily diserimi- 
natory, this proposed legislation would make certain basic changes in 
present law which the Congress in its wisdom has enacted and which 
should not be changed or repealed without thorough study and 
inquiry. 

The statement has been made (see Post Office Department Press 
Release No. 15, January 24, 1955) that “It (the bill was worked out 
after 60 different consultations with various employee ofganiz: oe 
to give full consideration to all employee viewpoints,” but I think i 
should be stated for the record that at least some of the organiz: a 
and I am representing one, never agreed, either by implication or 
otherwise, that the proposed legislation was desirable. 

Further, it should not be assumed that there was ever any real con- 
sultation on the preparation of the bill since, to my rece at 
least, no single organization representative was ever advised of all 
the provisions of the draft of the bill except as they narrowly ate “«l 
to the group he represented. It was something like being asked to 
judge a picture when you were only permitted to see one corner of it. 

The Post Office Department’ s proposal would establish a 20-level 
salary schedule with 7 steps in each level. In the case of the majority 
of the employees this would mean a reduction of 2 steps (or grades) 
in their present salary structure making it possible for the employee 
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to reach the top of his level (or grade) in 6 years rather than 8 as the 
law presently requires. This of itself is desirable. However, the 
method of compressing the present 9-grade structure into a 7-grade 
structure is certainly an innovation in legislation of this kind. Here- 
tofore the desired result was obtained by eliminating the 2 lowest 
grades (where generally the smallest number of employees are in- 
volved) and making the third grade the new grade 1. In the Post 
Office Department proposal the result is obtained by the elimination 
of the first and last grade. Perhaps this seems unimportant but the 
result is that the people in present grade 9 receive an increase under 
the Department proposal of $210 while those in the present grade 8 
receive an increase of $310 per annum. This becomes incre easingly 
important when we realize that the overwhelming majority of ‘all 
employees are clerks and carriers in the present orade 9. In other 
words, the most numerous group of employees and those with the 
longest service and experience receive the smallest benefits. If that 
isn’t a reverse of the accepted tradition, I do not know what else to 
call it. In the case of post-office clerks, it works out this way: 











1! | | 

Present | Present | Proposed| minnecedl Annual | Present | Present | Proposed; Proposed; Annual 
grade salary grade eee ik eee salary | increase \ grade salary | grade salary | increase 

Rnséahne | $3,270 1 $3, 590 $320 || Disccesssl | Sere | 5 | $4,050 $280 
Be Saas 3, 370 1 3, 590 220 || 7--------| 3,870 | 6 4, 165 | 295 
eats 3, 470 2 3, 705 235 || 8....... | 3,970 | 7| 4,280 310 
Bette 3, 570 3 3, 820 ee 1 0.3.3.08 | 4,070 | 7| 4,280 | 210 
Dus es 3, 670 4 | Zz 


3, 935 265 | | 

Under this proposal a total of 50 key positions are set up and 
assigned to salary levels. While the descriptions of these key posi- 
tions are open to valid criticism, time will not now permit the de- 
tailed analysis necessary to expose their shortcomings. I shall en- 
deavor to include such analysis in a supplemental dais How- 
ever, I would like to call attention to this constantly recurring 
language in the position descriptions. 

As the needs of the service require, may perform other related duties of the 
same or lower level as assigned; occasionally, may perform duties of a higher 
level. [Italics supplied. ] 

While the dictionary definition of “occasional” would indicate “in- 
frequency,” postal employees have come to distrust that meaning. 
They have seen far too many “temporary,” “emergency,” or “occa- 
sional” situations drag on indefinitely. Under the language used, 
we greatly fear that these “occasional” performances of “duties of a 
higher level would become the rule and we have not the slightest doubt 
that such language would be so construed by postmasters and super- 
visors. This view is not based on a lack of trust but on bitter 
experience. 

Section 703 (2) (i) provides that: 

Each employee in or below level PFS-7 who performs work on Saturdays or 
Sundays shall, under regulations prescribed by the Postmaster General, either 
be granted compensatory time in an amount equal to the excess time worked 
within 5 working days, or be paid at the rate of 150 per centum of his hourly 
basic compensation. 

So far as I have any knowledge no employee representative is in 
agreement with such a change in present law. A proposal of this 
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sort is an invitation to favoritism and would almost certainly lead to 
abuse. Almost inevitably those employees in high favor would be 
paid and those in low favor would be required to take the compensa- 
tory time. It is noted that the bill (sec. 705) exempts substitute 
employees from an overtime rate regardless of the number of hours of 
service performed per day or the number of days per week and also 
exempts employees at offices of the third-class from an 8-hour day. 

Section 810 (b) of the Department proposal would repeal all laws 
or part of laws inconsistent with the act. This would apparently 
include the law which regulates the number of substitutes that may 
be appointed since section 706 (a) provides that: 

The Postmaster General shall prescribe the conditions under which substi- 
tute positions may be established. 

To such a provision we are unalterably opposed. What the postal 
service needs is fewer substitutes and not more. Loading up the 
service with employees who may be worked any number of hours with- 
out premium pay is hardly to be encouraged in this day and age. 

There are other objections to the proposal of the Post Office Depart- 
ment which could be enumerated if time would permit. However, I 
believe I have briefly set forth a few of the reasons which led our 
executive committee to instruct me to oppose the bills H. R. 2987 by 
Congressman Murray, H. R. 3017 by Congressman Rees and any 
companion Senate bills, purporting to provide for the field postal 
service a reclassification or position evaluation formulated by the 
Post Office Department, as unsound, discriminatory, and destructive 
of past benefits secured through the enactment of legislation. 

Under these circumstances, Mr. Chairman, I want first of all to 
repeat our endorsement of the bill S. 1, and to express the hope that 
it will speedily be reported to the Senate without destructive amend- 
ments. 

Secondly, I want to express our opposition to the bill proposed by 
the Post Office Department. Before any such legislation is enacted, 
it should be given thorough study and consideration which the im- 
mediate needs of the employees will not now permit. Their situation 
is desperate and their agony should not be unnecessarily prolonged. 

The sr ge You may proceed with your discussion of the 
highlights of your statement. 

Mr. reed First of all, there is certainly a difference between 
being for a pay increase and for an adequate pay increase. There is 
a vast difference. In our mind, an adequate pay increase has to be 
at least 10 percent, but not less than $400. Our national executive 
committee meeting this week reaffirmed the position that a basic 
salary increase of $800 has been completely justified, but they recom- 
mended also that there are certain immediate and practical factors 
which might complete justice virtually unobtainable without long 
delay. The needs of employees are such that immediate action be- 
comes necessary and they have instructed me to support the bill 
S. 1 introduced by the chairman for himself and 5 members of the 
committee—Neely, Langer, Pastore, Hennings, and Neuberger, and 
15 other Senators. 

On behalf of the National Federation of Post Office Clerks I want 
to urge early approval of that bill without destructive amendment. 
In increases granted in the past they have usually, because of the 
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legislative processes, been whittled down so that at the time they 

were granted we were always left a little bit behind the rise in the 
cost of living. These small lags have now reached considerable pro- 
portions. They have resulted in a drop in our standard of living, 
and this drop is specially astounding because it took place at a time 
when virtually all of the rest. of the American industry witnesses a 
very large rise in its standard of living. 

Since 1939, post-office salaries have advanced 93.8 percent. That 
figure is the smallest increase granted to any major industrial group 
for which the Bureau of, Labor Statistics has 16-year-wage figures. 
Of 32 industrial groups for which the Bureau of Labor St: itisties 
has couunited figures, the increases range from 112.5 to 228.5 percent 
and that latter in the case of bituminous coal mining; 26 of the 32 
industries have received more than 150 per cent increases and 9 more 
than 200 percent increases. In other words, post-office employees 
have obtained increases that are at least 18 to 135 percent less than 
the rest of the American economy. When we speak of the American 
economy we think naturally of the large industries, the people who 
more or less set the pace in American industry. I se to cite some- 
thing from an advertisement in the Flint, Mich., News Advertiser, 
for January 11 of this vear. It was a General Motors advertisement 
and the advertisement contained these two very significant statements : 

Weekly pay last vear averaged S96. 

In 1950, which was a boom year, the average weekly pay for General Motors 
plant employees was $79. So it climbed and they mean the wage—the weekly 
wage—it climbed $17 a week in 5 years. 

I submit there has been no such gain for the postal service at any 
time in their history 

This is the second statement : 

There has been a 44-cent per hour wage increase in that period. The 
General Motors wage formula, fair to everyone, as a good formula should 
be * * * 
and I am quoting— 
provides for two types of increases which come automatically. Since 1950 the 
annual improvement factor increase assuring a higher standard of living added 
22 cents an hour. In the same time, the cost of living allowance protecting the 
buying power of an hour’s work added 22 cents more. 

I hope the committee will note this is an advertisement of the Gen- 
eral Motors Corp., and I would like.to suggest that what someone 
said facetiously just a couple of years ago might well be applicable 
* postal employees i in this case. It was said what was good for Gen- 

‘ral Motors 1s good for the country. 

I tell you, centlemen of the committee, that what was good for 
the employees of General Motors would be good for the employees of 
our Federal Government. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, in all fairness, I think it should 
: e stated at this point in the record that our postal workers and Fed- 

ral employees are on an annual wage. And these folks receiving 
dam high wages per week, thousands of them, were out of work. 

In fact, there was a very serious condition in Detroit, and while 
I am not saying now there should be an increase, I don’t think they 
would want to go back to a weekly wage. This annual wage is 
something they are all striving for at the persent time. 
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Mr. Hatuneck. I recognize that, Senator Carlson, and there 
is much merit to it, and yet I think the average weekly wages whet 
they are speaking of them in the General Motor’s advertisement are 
probably prorated over the entire year, because they certainly include 
overtime at the peak periods of the year which will average out some 
What, at least, against the loss of employment when the factories are 
down for retooling and things of that sort. 

I don’t think there would be a great difference in the average wag 
increase if you figure it on an annual wage from what the General 
Motors statement gave us. 

Senator Monroney. I think to be fair to the other great automobile 
producers I think the record should show all of the other automobile 
manufacturers are on that same type of contract. 

Mr. Hauiseck. Chrysler for one certainly is and it is better than 
General Motors as I recall. 

Senator Monroney. Ford is on it and General Motors and all of 
the other automobile companies are just about level so when we are 
speaking of industrial wages I think it should be the general level of 
the automobile manufacturers. 

Mr. Hatieeck. I think that is very true. 

Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman, I think in all fairness it should be 
stated that the judges and Senators and Congressmen are now on an 
unnual wage too and that the President of the United States ap 
pointed a commission consisting of industrial lists, labor, professors 
and others and they found that for example, the judges of the district 
court should be raised from $15,000 to $27,500. And the custom 
judges should be raised from $15,000 to $97,500 and that the Con 
gressmen and Senators should be raised from $12,500 plus $2,500 for 
expenses to $27,500 or double what they are getting now. I would be 
entirely satisfied if the congressional salaries and judges’ salaries were 
raised to raise Federal employ ees exactly the same percent. 

The CHarrman. Now to keep the record straight, that is not before 
this committee at the present time. It is before the Judiciary at the 
present time. 

Mr. Hauipeck. Might I say you do not think there would be any 
postal or Federal employees who disagree with you ? 

Senator Lancer. Just a matter of simple fairness. You eat just as 
much. 

Mr. Hatieeck. We probably wear out as many pairs of shoes and 
sults, too. 

The Cratrman. I think that will be pretty quickly considered by 
the Judiciary Committee of which the gentleman from North Dakota 
was chairman. 

Senator Lancer. I think it would be very nice if the chairman and 
Senator Carlson would offer an amendment on the floor to S. 1 at the 
time the increase in salaries for judges and Congressmen and Senators 
come up that they should be passed together. Not only the judges 
and the Senators and Congressmen but also all Federal employees 
because we are all serving the same master. 

Senator Cartson. Of course not only the former chairman and the 
chairman can offer that amendment, but the other Senators may offer 
that. 

The CHatrman. Isn’t a subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee 
holding hearings on that ? 
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Senator Lancer. We reported that out last year by unanimous vote. 

The Cuarrman. Aren’t you on the subcommittee ? 

Senator Lancer. I am not, but I intend to offer an amendment on 
the floor of the Senate at the time the thing comes up for debate 
because I do not think these folks should not have a proportionate 
increase. 

We should not raise the Senators’ salary almost double and give 
these people not to exceed 10 percent. That does not seem fair to me. 

The CHarrman. You see the two ranking Senators have already 
introduced that bill and it is now before the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Langer, Wiley, and Kilgore have introduced that bill and it is up 
before the Judiciary Committee and we will argue it at the next 
meeting. 

Mr. Hatipeck. May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, we would be willing 
to settle for less because we have had increases since the Members of 
ne Congress have had increases. We could be coaxed to take a little 
ess. 

If I may proceed, then, Mr. Chairman, it has always been our view 
that increased productivity should be rewarded. It is a recognized 
factor in determining increases granted in private industry. On that 
score post-office employees have an amazing record. One of the Post 
Office Department’s releases, release No. 932 for Thursday, July 2, 
1953, reported that since 1939 mail volume has risen 94 percent. 

In other words, in the 16 years in which postal employees have 
seen their standard of living decline, they have nearly doubled the 
workload they handle. This increased efficiency has of course re- 
sulted in tremendous savings for the Post Office Department. A recent 
report of a Postmaster General gives this information. For the 5-year 
period ending with 1952, while the volume of mail increased 33 percent 
in the number of pieces and 29 percent in weight, the hours of produc- 
tive employment increased only 9 percent. I think it is obvious that 
a 24 percent increase in volume was absorbed by the employees then at 
no greater cost to the Federal Government. In industry the absorp- 
tion of that much additional volume would be recognized with addi- 
tional pay for their better efforts. Management in private industry 
does try to keep production and wages somewhat abreast of each other. 
In summary then it can be said that Post Office employees’ spendable 
income today is more than $600 a year behind its 1939 level. Their 
wage increases in the last 15 years are between 18 to 139 percent behind 
those of workers in private industry. They have increased their 
productivity 94 percent since 1939 but have received no reward what- 
ever for it. Now early this week a bill was introduced in the House 
of Representatives and yesterday a bill was introduced in the Senate 
by Senator Carlson which we understand embodies the views of the 
Post Office Department with respect to salary increases and reclassi- 
fication. 

In the short space of time that we have had to study this bill it 
appears to be a somewhat refined version of a proposal made last year 
which in turn was based on a report by the Fry Associates of Chicago, 
Ill. While the approach is somewhat different the net result would 
very likely be the same. At the very best it would provide salary 
increases of only $210 per annum for the majority of post office clerks 
and letter carriers and bear in mind that they in turn are the majority 
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of all postal employees. It would provide far more handsome increases 
for most employees other than clerks and carriers. 

In other words, it is a process of taking care of the smaller group 
numerically and a larger numerical group suffers for it. Aside from 
the fact that the increases in wages provided is entirely lacking in 
reality and is unjustly and unnec essarily discriminatory. This pro- 
posal would make certain basic changes in present law which the 
Congress in its wisdom has enacted and which in our opinion should 
not be changed or repealed except as a result of thorough study and 
inquiry. The statement has been made here this morning that the bill 
was worked out after 60 different consultations with various employee 
organizations to give full consideration to all employee view points. 

I think it should be stated for the record that at least some of the 
organizations, and I am representing one, never agreed either by 
implic ation or otherwise that the proposed legislation was desirab le. 
l was trying to recall just how many times we have been asked or 
allowed to participate in those consultations. 

To the best of my knowledge we were asked twice as representatives 
of our organization to come over and discuss that portion of the pro- 
posed draft and it was not a bill at that time which replied specifically 
to our people. We also were invited to attend one meeting which was 
a general meeting at which there were re perenne of a number of 
other organizations. But it should not be assumed that there was 
ever any ‘real consultation on the preparation of the bill. 

To my knowledge no organization was ever advised of all of the 
provisions of the draft, except as they apply to their own individual 
group. As a consequence, it was something like being ar to judge 
a picture when you are only permitted to see one corner of it. I sub- 
mit that is rather difficult and I do not think it could be hee 

The proposal—and this is the Department proposal—would estab- 
lish a 20-level salary schedule with 7 steps in each level. 

In the case of the majority of the employees this would mean a re- 
duction of two steps or grades and you gentlemen of the committee 
know that has been before this committee and before the Congress on 
several occasions. 

We believe that the reduction from 9 to 7 and preferably to 5 salary 
steps in a grade is desirable. However, the method of compressing the 
9-grade structure into a 7-grade structure is something new. Hereto- 
fore, the result has been obtained by eliminating the two lower grades 
where there are the fewest number of employees and consequently the 
minimum of dislocation. In the Post Office Department proposal the 
result is obtained by the elimination of the first and last grade. Maybe 
that seems unimportant, but actually it is very important. Because 
on page 9 of my prepared statement I have a table that shows how that 
results. It results in the present grade 9 employees, who represent 
far and away the vast majority of all clerks and carriers getting a $210 
increase, while the emplovee in the grade 8 who certainly has at least 
1 year less service gets $310. The ‘employ ee in the present grade 7 
gets $209 and the employ ee in the grade 7 gets $290, and so forth. 

It is a device which results in giving the greatest benefit to the 
smallest number of people. I don’t think that is sound. The people 
with the longest service and experience receive the smallest increases 
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and those with the least experience receive the greatest benefits. I 
don’t believe that is a sound principle of legislation. 

I would like to call something else to the attention of the committee 
in connection with the bill S. 773, and that is the constantly recurring 
language in the position descriptions which are covered in section 303 
of the bill. 

We find this language constantly repeated. 

As the needs of the service require, may perform other related duties of the 
same or lower level as assigned; occasionally may perform duties of a higher 
level. 

Now the dictionary definition of occasional would indicate infre- 
quency, but postal employees have come to distrust that meaning. 
They have seen far too many emergency or temporary or oc casional 
situations drag on indefinitely. 

Another ex: ample i is the number of temporary clerks and temporary 
employees, some of whom have been temporary for 10 years. If 10 
years is temporary, what in the world is permanent? I might say 
here that we are very fearful that if that language is used in the bill, 
occasional performance of duties of a higher level will become the rule 

rather than the exception, and this view is based not on any lack of 
trust, but rather on some rather bitter — 

We find also this, in section 703 (2) ( 

Each employee in or below PFS 7 who Aone work on Saturdays or Sundays, 
shall, under regulations prescribed by the Postmaster General, either be granted 
compensatory time in an amount equal to the excess time worked within 5 days, 
or be paid at the rate of 150 percent of his hourly basic compensation. 

So far as I know, no representative of the employee organizations 
agreed to any such a change, although that at least was discussed with 
the representatives of our organization. On the face of it, it would 
seem to be acceptable and desirable, but we are very much afraid that 
it would lead to constant abuse in these days when everybody can use 
a little extra money. We are very fearful that the result of that lan- 
guage would be that some employees would be required to take com- 
pensatory time and some would be paid overtime and I think it is 
almost inevitable that the most favored employees would be given the 
overtime and the less favored be given compensatory time. 

I think if anything like that is to be enacted, it should contain a 
provision giving the option to the employee or requiring that when 
compensatory time is given, it be given to all employees. 

Skipping hurriedly through this, Mr. Chairman, and as I say, I 
will file a statement later. 

Senator Lancer. Won’t you file this statement here? 

Mr. Harrneck. I am going to file a supplemental statement with 
some detailed objections. 

Senator Lancer. But you are filing this one? 

Mr. Hatipeck. Yes. Under these circumstances I want first of all 
to repeat our endorsement of the bill S. 1 and express the hope that it 
will be speedily reported to the Senate without destructive amend- 
ments. 

Secondly, I want to express our opposition to the bill proposed by 
the Post Office Department. Before any such legislation is enacted 
it should be given thorough study and consideration which the imme- 
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diate needs of the employees will not now permit. Their situation Is 
truly desperate and I don’t believe their agony should be unnecessarily 
prolonged while we consider a subject that is certainly going to require 
a lot of thought and it has got to have the utmost of good will In order 
to be effected. I deeply appreciate this opportunity in expressing our 
views. ao 

The Cuamman. Of course, someone had to introduce the adminis 
tration’s proposal to get it before the committee for consideration. 

Mr. Hauusecx. I think that is true. 

Senator Cartson. Do you favor any reclassification in the Post 
Office Department ? 

Mr. Hatirack. We believe the actual need for reclassification hasn't 
yet been shown. There is a constantly recurring statement that there 
is a need for reclassification, but if there is a proper kind of inquiry, 
I think we can point out that some of the effects of reclassification 
would be just exactly the opposite of what the sponsors of reclassifica 
tion think it would be and I don’t believe there has ever been that 
kind of inquiry. 

Senator Cartson. Do you have any proposals for a reclassification 
that you have thought through ? 

Mr. Hartipack. About the only proposal that I would be pre- 
pared to offer at this time, Senator Carlson, is that the suggestion we 
made to the 83d Congress is still valid. That this question as provided 
in your bill should be referred to a group for some real study, so that 
we could come up with something that works. 

Now the Fry people with all credit to their ability, made a study 
of a service with some 40,000 installations and over a half-million 
employees in something like 3 months. You can’t do it. Particu- 
larly if you don’t start out with some knowledge of what the postal 
service is. We don’t believe today that they made the kind of study 
that would justify the conclusions that they reported to the Post Office 
Department which were in turn submitted in the form of legislation. 

The CuatrMan. Summing up your statement you would say that 
reclassification acts are not perfect and that the present Classification 
Act does need some amendments, but I believe you would say that it 
would have to be thoroughly studied before it is brought before the 
committee for a vote. 

Mr. Hatieack. Mr. Chairman, I would think that was a fair sum- 
mary and I would go even further. Back about 1906, or 1907 or 1908, 
somewhere in there, we had a classification very similar to what. is now 
ee and you will find a report by the Penrose committee headed 

y Senator Boyce Penrose that tore that thing apart and resulted in 
the present classification. The study made by a committee of the 
Senate. I am not positive whether or not this was a joint committee. 
It may have been a joint committee, but I know that Senator Penrose 
headed that study group and their report on the reclassification system 
then in existence, which was similar in many respects to what is being 
proposed today, resulted in the present salary structure in the postal 
service, so that there are two sides to this question. And I would like 
to say that that report was looked over by a committee before any 
action was taken. 

The CnHatrman. Any questions? 
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Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question of the wit- 
ness ? 

Mr. Hallback, supposing you got this 10 percent, how much less take- 
home pay will you have than you had in 1939, considering the increase 
in the cost of living? 

Mr. Hauipack. If you were basing it on buying power, I would say 
that the actual loss in take-home pay, and that is not figuring the 
additional income tax that you would have to pay on this 10 percent, 
the actual loss in buying power would be equal to about $263. I have 
that formula worked out in 1939 goods. We would still be behind the 
parade. 

Senator Lancer. I believe last time you testified you said that there 
would be a loss of about $5.20 a month, or was it a week ? 

Mr. Hatipseck. A week, I believe that was. Don’t they draw pretty 
close to the $263 I mentioned ? 

Senator Lancer. Did you say it is $293? 

Mr. Hauipeck. $263. Iam not positive on that figure based on 1939 
purchasing power. 

Senator Lancer. Even if you got the 10 percent? 

Mr. Hautseck. That is right. 

Senator Lancer. Would you mind getting those exact figures and 
give them to Senator Carlson and the chairman? We would like 
to have those to bring up on the floor of the Senate. 

The Cuatrman. | think it would be well to discuss the difference 
in the amount of income tax paid by Federal employees in 1939 and 
the present. 

Mr. Haruzeeck. In 1939 they weren’t paying any. The exemption 
was so high for people with families. 

The Cuarrman. The exemption was far in excess of that now paid. 

Mr. Hauipeck. There is no secret that a $400 increase won’t put 
$400 in their pockets. 

The CuatrMan. It’s like taking from one pocket and putting it in 
another. 

Mr. HauzBecr. The fact is we won’t get that because it is with- 
held before we get it. 

Mr. Hatipeeck. If there are any questions. 

The Cuatrman. The Senate just announced a quorum call. 

Senator Lancer. I was supposed to take part in the debate this 
forenoon. 

The Cuarrman. Are they any questions ? 

Senator Lancer. May I inquire when you have your next meeting ? 

The CHarrman. We will meet Monday morning at 10 a. m., if it 
sults everyone. 

Senator Lancer. The Judiciary meets at 10: 30. 

The CuaAtrman. I must attend that meeting. 

Senator Lancer. Could we meet at 9 o’clock in the morning? 

The Cuairman. We could meet at 9: 30. 

Mr. Hatteeck. Is that all then? 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Hallbeck, we appreciate your statement. 

The CHarrman. Are there any further questions of the witness? 
The next witness is J. Austin Latimer. 
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STATEMENT OF J. AUSTIN LATIMER, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. Latimer. My name is J. Austin Latimer and I am legislative 
counsel for the National Association of Postmasters of the United 
States. At the direction of president Raymond V. McNamara, | 
respectfully request the committee to allow me to read and submit the 
following brief statement for the record. I also respectfully request 
the privilege of making an extension to these remarks, either by me 
or officers of the association, at a later date in these salary hearings. 
‘ The National Association of Postmasters wishes to be placed on 
record as endorsing S. 733, the bill introduced by Senator Carlson 
and other Senators. 

The association officers and the executive committee, meeting in 
Washington January 24, 25, and 26, 1955, had an opportunity to study 
the proposals under that bill and unanimously endorse the principles 
it contains. It is our belief that, in addition to giving all employees 
a fair and equitable increase in salary upon its enactment, it would 
also correct certain inequities and injustices currently existing in 
the salary structure of the field postal service. | 

We respectifully request favorable consideration of that legislation 
by this committee. | 

The CratrmMan. Thank you. The committee will be adjourned. 

(Whereupon, the committee adjourned at 11:30 a. m.) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT ON S. 773 TO SENATE Post OFFICE AND Civil SERVICE 
COMMITTEE BY E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL FEDERATION 


OF Post OFFICE CLERKS, FEBRUARY 16, 1955 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, supplementing my testimony of 
January 28, at which time I was given permission to submit a detailed analysis 
of the bill S. 773 which had been introduced only the day before, I would like to 
advise the committee that the bill in question is almost wholly objectionable to 
the people I have the honor to represent. 

Except for the portion of the measure which will establish for postmasters and 
supervisors a new system of classification, which we understand is desired by 
those employees, we have found the bill to be unfair, discriminatory, and de- 
structive of benefits which the Congress in its wisdom has provided for postal 
employees in past years. 

In our judgment, the bill S. 773 is largely a cleverly refined version of the 
program submitted to the 83d Congress disguised as a report of an industrial 
engineering firm of Chicago, Ill., the George Fry Associates. It differs only to 
the extent that it makes entirely clear some of the undesirable effects that the 
report of the Fry Associates indicated without specifically defining. 

A complete analysis of each section of the bill would be so lengthy as to pre- 
clude proper study. However, there are many features which are so readily 
open to criticism that I shall outline only a few of these so that the members of 
this committee will understand that our objections to the legislation rests on 
solid ground. Briefly stated, these objections are as follows: 

Title III, section 301 of the bill grants to the Postmaster General the authority 
to assign employees to all positions other than the “key” positions identified in 
section 303 of the bill. Under this section a Roman holiday would result from 
the delegation of authority which would be permitted. 

Positions presently occupied by clerks with a salary range from $3,270 to $4,070 
and which are proposed to be increased to a range of $3,590 to $4,280 could, and 
we believe would, be downgraded to a salary level ranging from $3,330 to $3,990. 
In a practical sense the level to which an employee was assigned would be deter- 
mined by the Postmaster and would be determined in large measure by his 
personal likes and dislikes. 
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The appeal provided in section 302 would require the Civil Service Commission 
to make its determination on position descriptions set forth in section 303 and 
these descriptions in turn are so loosely worded as to make any decision readily 
justifiable. It should be noted that only actions which are taken under section 
301 could be appealed to the Civil Service Commission and that any action which 
might be taken that resulted in a position being held to be one of those defined 
in section 303 would not be subject to an appeal to the Commission. For exam- 
ple, any position which would involve a degree of what has been described as 
“general office clerical work” could, under the bill, be held to conform to the 
position of “typist, level 3,” and the employee occupying such position would 
have no appeal to the Civil Service Commission under section 302. For all prac- 
ticable purposes, therefore, section 302 is without meaning or value to the em- 
ployees and is in no sense a protection against discrimination which results in 
downgrading. 

Section 303 defines the “key” positions and I have never seen a more brazen 
effort to upgrade some positions while at the same time downgrading other posi- 
tions which are either identical or nearly so. We cannot help but believe these 
definitions represent a deliberate attempt to reward those organizations whose 
members have indicated a willingness to knuckle under to the Department’s 
demands and to punish those members of organizations which have had the 
courage to object to the high-handed attempts of the Post Office Department to 
downgrade and demean the positions they occupy. 

I should like to invite your attention to position description No. 4, clerk, third- 
class post office, level 2. Compare this position with No. 19, postmaster, small, 
third-class office, level 5. ‘this is a postmaster who has receipts of approxi- 
mately $1,700, has no employees and no rural delivery service within his juris- 
diction. Clerks in third-class post offices customarily perform every single one 
of the eight duties and responsibilities listed for a postmaster in this class post 
office. Notice, however, the difference in the description of their work. In the 
case of a clerk he— 

1. Sorts incoming mail for general delivery, lock boxes, and one or more 
delivery routes. 

2. Postmarks and prepares mail for dispatch by train or other mail route; 
closes locks and atiixes labels to pouches and mail sacks. 

3. Performs services at a public window, such as selling stamps, stamped 
envelopes or other routine functions. 

In the case of the postmaster, who is placed in level 5, these same duties are 
defined as follows: 

1. Conducts the activities of the office in such manner as to provide prompt 
and efficient postal service to the patrons of the office. 

2. Maintains direct contact with the public and gives personal attention 
to complaints. 

3. Sorts incoming mail for boxholders and general delivery ; faces, cancels, 
sorts by dcstinatiou, ties and sacks outgoing mail. 

4. At a window delivers general delivery mail, issues and cashes money 
orders, delivers c. 0. d. and customs mail, accepts and delivers parcel post, 
registered and insured mail, sells stamps and stamped paper, and collects 
box rents, 

In one case the employee “performs services at a public window, such as 
selling stamps, stamped envelopes or other routine functions” while at the other 
he “delivers general delivery mail, issues and cashes money orders, delivers 
c. 0. d. and customs mail, accepts and delivers parcel post, registered and insured 
mail, sells stamps and stamped paper and collects box rents.” 

I submit to the committee that here is a strange disparity in the description 
of two identical functions. 

I invite your attention to position description No. 6 on page 11, file clerk, 
level 3, and to position description No. 7 on page 12 of the bill, typist, level 3. 

Please note the basic function of a typist which includes, “performs general 
office clerical work.” Under that loose description, practically every clerical 
employee in a post office who neither distributes mail nor works at a window 
could be placed in level 3, Please note also that the educational requirements 
for either or both of these positions would normally be considerably in excess 
of the requirements for guards, mail handlers, and garagemen who are also 
placed in level 3. 

I next invite attention to the description of position No. 13 on page 21 of the 
bill, distribution clerk, level 4. Here we have an excellent example of how one 
position is played down while other positions involving identical work are ac- 
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corded more favorable treatment. This position is probably the very heart of 
the postal service because without the skilled distributor any expeditious move- 
ment of mail would become impossible. These are the people whose knowledge 
makes the postal service “tick.” You will note in the “duties and responsi- 
bilities” for this position that these employees make one or more primary or 
secondary distributions on incoming or outgoing mails based on distribution 
schemes applicable to the office. In this connection, I call your attention to the 
language contained in paragraph 10 on page 27, and paragraph 6 on page 29, 
which deal with very similar positions in the Postal Transport Service. You 
will note that the job descriptions here carefully point out that in the case of 
the employees in the Postal Transport Service they qualify periodically through 
examination on knowledge of distributing schemes, postal regulations, train 
connections, ete. It seems strange to us that the duties and responsibilities of 
the distribution clerk in level 4 do not likewise include such language because 
the distributors in a post office or terminal or air mail field or other postal 
facility are likewise required to qualify on distribution schemes, postal regu- 
lations, train connections, etc. 

Please note also that in the “duties and responsibilities,’ in the case of a 
distribution clerk in the Postal Transport Service, it is stated that he 

1. Determines the fastest or most expeditious dispatch of mail from the 
standpoint of assignment. In emergencies, such as floods, storms, wrecks, 
strikes, and missed connections, redistributes the mail so as to reach destina- 
tion by the most expeditious alternative means, for example, by other 
railway post office or highway post office, airmail route, or star route. 

2. Distributes mail rapidly into letter case or pouches and sacks. 

3. Hangs pouches and sacks in racks and places labels in holders pro- 
vided; labels letter cases in accordance with official diagram. 

4. Prepares mail for dispatch, involving labeling and tying of letter 
mail in packages for distribution in pouches, closing and locking sacks and 
pouches, and maintenance of proper separations for connections en route. 

Yet the position description of a distribution clerk in level 4 who performs 
the same functions fails to indicate that any of these duties or responsibilities 
are involved, although such employees regularly perform identical tasks 

I now invite your attention to position No. 14 on page 22 of the bill, window 
clerk, level 4. The basic function of this position is to perform a variety of 
services at a public window in a post office or post office branch or station. 
These are the people whose work brings them in almost constant contact with 
the general public. It is interesting to note that these people apparently occupy 
a different position with relation to the general public than special delivery 
messengers or letter carriers who “maintain pleasant and effective public rela- 
tions with patrons.” 

I suggest that you read very carefully the duties and responsibilities performed 
as a part of their regular assignment by window clerks at first- and second-class 
offices. It seems strange to me that these people who work at public windows 
and who daily come into direct personal contact with more people than any 100 
special delivery messengers, perform no public relations function even when 
they are following up and recommending action on patron’s complaints, making 
reference checks, providing information on regulations, ete. 

You will note that this employee, like the distributor, also may separate and 
distribute mail and I think it strange indeed that the position descriptions fail 
to state that post office clerks are required to qualify at least annually on 
distribution schemes which they are required to learn on their own time and 
without compensation of any sort. 

I think it is strange also that in the case of a window clerk or a distribution 
clerk, no mention is made of the fact that these employees are frequently called 
upon to act as a supervisor and to instruct and train new employees, instruct 
and advise supervisors and postmasters with respect to the arrival and dispatch 
of mail, advise postmasters and supervisors with respect to the postal laws and 
regulations, as well as handle registered and special delivery mail. 

Neither does the description indicate that his work requires an excentional 
memory and remarkable dexterity, plus unusual coordination of the eye and hand, 
nor that the work is abnormally tedious with universally unpleasant surround- 
ings resulting from dust-laden air caused by paper and twine lint and from 
mail sacks, nor that the hours of service required vary through the day and 
night with a major portion of the services performed prior to 8 a. m. and after 
7 p.m. and at times when mass transportation is either infrequent or unavailable. 

I think it is strange, too, that the job description of a window clerk fails to 











36 SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


mention that financial responsibility rests directly on the employee and that any 
loss that results from the sale of stamps, stamped paper, postal cards, internal 
revenue stamps, migratory bird stamps, postal savings stamps, and Certificates 
must come from the pocket of the employee and that these employees, too, are 
frequently called upon to train new employees, as wel! as advise postmaster 
and supervisors with respect to the laws and regulations. 

Frankly, I find it difficult to understand how these features of the work of 
window clerks and distributions clerks happened to be left out unless there 
were a deliberate intention to deceive the Congress and to debase and demean 
the positions. Based on other less important and responsible positions described 
in the bill in far more glowing terms, the position of window clerk and dis- 
tribution clerk might far more logically have been placed in levels 5 and 6 or 
higher. For example, see position No. 26, postmaster, second-class office—level 
8 which begins on page 41 of the bill. 

Section 503 on page 92 of the bill deals with adjustments of service credits 
and provides that employees who are not at the top step of their salary level 
after adjustment will begin a new waiting period of 52 weeks on the date of 
the adjustment. The statement has been made that this action is necéssary 
in order to prevent a junior employee from passing a senior employee in grade 
and/or salary. Frankly, I can think of few examples which would have that 
effect. Assuming enactment of the bill on June 1, 1955, in the case of an employee 
presently in grade 3 whese anniversary date for promotion is January 1, 1956, 
he would, under title II of the bill, be converted to a salary of $3,643 per annum 
on June 15, 1955, and under section 503 he would be adjusted to the second 
grade at $3,705 on December 4, 1955, and would not be eligible for promotion 
until 52 weeks thereafter. Without this delay in promotion dates, he would 
be advanced to the third grade at $3,820 on January 1, 1956. Thus, the employee 
involved would lose the benefits of the $115 annual promotion for 25 pay periods 
or, in other words, would lose 25/26 of $115 per annum and would continue 
to lose this amount each year until he reached the top automatic step. 

Section 601 was stated in House committee hearings to be for application 
to district and regional offices and was never intended to apply to the field- 
postal service generally. I submit, however, that the language without amend- 
ment may be construed to allow appointments in any position, including super- 
visory positions in the field-postal service and, in our judgment, once that is 
done any thought of a career postal service becomes a mockery. 

Section 602, page 95, deals with promotions. The present requirement that 
employees to be eligible for promotion must be clerks and carriers in grade 7 
and above, as provided in Public Law 134, the act of July 6, 1945, as amended, 
is completely repealed. Once the language of the bill is adopted, any employee 
may be promoted to practically any position at the whim of those in authority. 
A man could be appointed as a janitor one day and promoted to any super- 
visory position the following day, subject only to the qualification that when 
so promoted, his basic salary must be increased by an amount at least equal 
to the difference between the entrance step of the salary level of the position 
from which he was promoted to the entrance step of the new salary level. To 
this provision of the bill we are unalterably opposed. 

Section 604 is alleged to be a prohibition on reduction of former compensation. 
In our view, the languege of this section is doubletalk. Under the language of 
the bill any employee could be reduced in salary merely by assigning him to a 
position differing from the position or level he occupied on the effective date 
of the act. I suggest that if there is a real desire to provide against the down- 
grading of any present employee, or against the reduction in salary of any 
employee, that could very readily be accomplished by the use of the very simple 
and unequivocal language contained in section 26 of Public Law 154 as originally 
enacted. The fact that such simple language is not used, is, in our view, highly 
significant. 

Section 605 of the bill deals with the question of dual employment. Under this 
section an employee with flat feet or varicose veins acquired by standing at 
a distribution case over a long period of years could readily be required to 
earry mail and if physically unfit for that duty might very readily be removed 
from the service. 

Section 701 would change the present pay system by adding two additional 
pay periods. While this change is one generally considered desirable by postal 
employees, it would make a serious change in the deductions charged to leave 
without pay. Under the present system, employees are paid on an annual basis 
with annual compensation divided into 12 equal installments, one of which is the 
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pay for each calendar month, one-half of this amount being paid on each pay 
period. In effect this puts the post office on a 360-day year and the charge for 
absence without pay is ‘460 of the annual salary for each S hours of absence 
Since abserice without pay ordinarily occurs only in cases involving prolonged 
illness, usually among veterans, where the employees hus exhausted sick and 
annual leave, it is our belief that the present system is equitable. Under the 
provisions of section 701, an employee absent without pay would be charged 
Moe9 instead of 4460 of his annual salary. We feel that this is both harsh and 
unnecessary. Present law further provides that the payroll shall be the 16th 
day of the month and the 1st day of the following month or as soon thereafter 
as practicable. The proposed section 701 fails to provide a detinite payday and a 
lag in payment for services rendered could be any number of days that the pay 
ing officer wishes to impose. While we believe that the change to a 26-pay 
period year is desirable, we believe this can best be accomplished by separate 
legislation along the lines of the bill reported by a subcommittee of this com 
mittee during the &3d Congress. 

Section 703 deals with compensatory time, overtime, and holidays. It in 
volves a basic change in present law which would permit either compensatory 
time or payment at the overtime rate under regulations prescribed by the Post- 
master General for services performed on Saturdays or Sundays. ‘To the best 
of my knowledge, no employee representative is in agreement with such a change. 
Such a proposal is an invitation to favoritism and would almost certainly lead 
to abuse. Almost inevitably employees who attempted to curry favors would 
be granted overtime pay for services performed on Saturdays and Sundays while 
those not in favor would be compelled to take compensatory time. If such a pro- 
vision is to be enacted, it should be mandatory that all employees who work on a 
given Saturday or Sunday ina given office be given equal treatment. 

It is further noted that in the case of employees in or above level PFS-—8, no 
provision is made for compensatory time for services performed on Saturday 
and Sunday up to 8 hours. Public Law 134 provides that all supervisors who 
perform service on Saturdays or Sundays be given compensatory time within the 
next 5 working days. The language of section T0838 (4) would restrict compen- 
satory time to either overtime or holiday work. I do not believe that a 7-day 
workweek is desirable, either for supervisors or anyone else. 

It is noted that section 705 (b) exempts substitute employees from the re- 
quirement that 8 hours of service be performed in not more than 10 consecutive 
hours and also exempts them from the payment for overtime regardless of the 
number of hours of service performed per day, or the number of days per week. 

Section 705 (c) exempts clerks at third-class offices from the requirement 
that 8 hours of service shall not extend over a longer period than 10 consecutive 
hours. We believe that these restrictions are totally undesirable. 

Section 706 removes the present quota limit on the appointment of classified 
substitutes. It has been stated at these hearings that the present ratio of 1 to 
6 is impractical. The fact that many substitue employees work 8&8, 10, and 12 
hours per day and longer at straight time was cited as an indication of the need 
for the removal of the restrictions on the number of classified substitutes that 
may be appointed. 

The fact that substitutes are currently working 8 or more hours a day proves 
only one thing and that is that there is a definite need for additional regular 
positions. What the postal service needs is more regular employees and fewer 
substitutes. The appointment of additional substitutes who may work any 
number of hours per day without premium pay is hardly to be encouraged in this 
modern era. 

Section 802 of the bill would permit the Postmaster General to detail employees 
from the field service to the departmental service and vice versa for a period of 
not more than 1 year without change in the compensation of the employees so 
detailed. I believe Mr. Lyons stated to the House committee that there would be 
no objection to amending this section to provide that no employee could be so 
detailed without his consent. In any event, I see no reason why any employee 
below level 10 should be arbitrarily reassigned. 

Section 810 would, in addition to repealing the basic postal salary statute, 
Public Law 134, approved July 6, 1945, also repeal all other laws and parts of 
laws inconsistent with the act to the extent of such inconsistency. 

In his discussion of H. R. 2987 before the House committee, Postmaster Gen- 
eral Summerfield stated that one of the important objectives of the bill was to 
place all legislation governing the salaries of employees in the Postal Service 
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under 1 act. H. R. 2987, if enacted, therefore, would apparently repeal Public 
Law 121, 83d Congress, enacted for the purpose of protecting the interests of 
Korean veterans who lost opportunity for appointment in the Postal Service 
because of service during the Korean difficulties. It would also repeal those 
allied laws, Public Law 492, and Public Law 577, that are still applicable to some 
new employees appointed in the Postal Service. It would also repeal Public Law 
674, 80th Congress, enacted to protect the interests of postal employees transfer- 
ring from one position to another within the Postal Service. 

It is possible that other statutes which time has not permitted us to inquire 
into would be repealed by this legislation. We would certainly be forced to 
oppose such action. 

During the past week, at least one witness has stated that the present pay struc- 
ture of the postal field service results in regular and substitute clerks and carriers 
receiving a higher wage than their supervisors and postmasters. Such state- 
ments are entirely incorrect. Under no circumstances is it possible for any 
employee to be paid more than his supervisor for 8 hours of service per day, 5 
days per week. It is only in those exceptional cases where employees perform 
many additional hours of service that their salary payments can even approxi- 
mate those of postmasters and supervisors. To hear some of the proponents of 
reclassification legislation tell it, one would get the idea that they feel that their 
own salary should be equal to that of the employee even though the employee 
may work 24 hours per day. Such an argument doesn’t make sense. It is cal- 
culated to deceive the Congress and the public. 

In a recent news release (Feb. 8, 1955, No. 26) advocating higher postal rates, 
the Postmaster General is quoted as having said “* * * At the same time, the 
salaries of all 500,000 postal employees have risen from an average in 1932 of 
$1,900 per year to approximately $4,000 in 1954. And with the proposed wage 
increase now before Congress, the cost of salaries, which makes up around 70 
percent of the Department expenditures, would rise a minimum of $129 million 
per year.” 

We are becoming used to having the Department’s publicity bureau seize upon 
every opportunity to plant in the news columns of our daily press, on radio and 
on television, the idea that postal employees are well paid and that their attempts 
to secure a modern living wage are only examples of raiding the Treasury. We 
are getting used to having figures distorted to serve those ends. There isn’t 
anything startling to us in statements from high places that postal wage increases 
of past years have totaled 110 percent when the facts show increases of less than 
%4 percent, but we do think it is an innovation to say the least when the reports 
of the last previous Republican Postmaster General are willfully distorted. 

According to the report of Postmaster General Walter F. Brown for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1932 (p. 12) the average compensation of rural carriers 
was $2,440; city carriers, $2,090; post office clerks, $2,087; and railway postal 
clerks, $2,473. Since these groups make up for the bulk of the employees, not 
including the higher paid postmasters and supervisors, it is difficult to see how 
a $1,900 average salary was arrived at. 

We are also becoming used to statements being made that all except perhaps 
a “few” employees are perfectly satisfied with the proposal for salary increases 
and reclassification made by the Postmaster General. Only recently, the presi- 
dent of the National Association of Postmasters told the House committee, in 
effect, that the employees of his office (Haverhill, Mass.) were satisfied with this 
legislation. I am attaching herewith a photostatic copy of a statement signed 
by the clerks of that office which is self-explanatory. Only one of the clerks in 
that office who signed the statement thought the bills H. R. 2987 and S. 773 should 
be enacted and he qualified his belief with the statement that he did not expect 
to be a clerk all his life. 

Another example of the lengths to which the Post Office Department is going in 
their zeal and efforts to whip up support for their proposal is indicated by the 
attached photostatic copy of a letter from Forrest City, Ark. Please note that 
all of the employees and at least 1 of the 2 supervisors at this office are willing 
to sign statements expressing their opposition to the bill, despite the attempt of 
the postmaster and the district manager to ram it down their throats. I have a 
copy of the letter from the district manager referred to, and it is apparently 
based on the publicity blurb issued by the department in connection with this 
bill. It does, however, contain these important additions: 
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“Postmaster General Arthur E. Summerfield has requested that the following 
information be given to all postal employees. It is suggested that you, as post 
master at your office, see that each postal employee under your jurisdiction is 
allowed to read and examine the following. 

s - * . * + . 


“This information is submitted to advise all postal field employees of the 
status of the bill sponsored by the Postmaster General. As other information is 
received from time to time, and as is deemed necessary, it will be sent to you.” 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that any private employer who engaged in the same 
sort of activity would be cited for violation of fair labor standards. 

I recite these facts, Mr. Chairman, merely to demonstrate that the views I am 
expressing are not mine alone but the views of the vast majority of employees 
whom I have the honor to represent before this committee and the Congress 

I hope that as a result of your inquiry into this subject this committee will 
become convinced, as we are, that the proposal outlined in the bill S. 773 is 
something a whole lot less than the perfect instrument those who have designed 
it allege it to be. That your committee will come to recognize this bill for what 
it really is, an unsound, unrealistic, dangerous, and highly objectionable proposal 
which would, if enacted, further destroy morale in the field postal service 

I sincerely hope that this committee will, at an early date, agree to report the 
bill S. 1 either without amendment. or if in the judgment of the committee such 
action is considered desirable, with an amendment to provide such reclassifica 
tion for supervisors as shall, in your judgment, be necessary. I plead with this 
committee not to hang around the necks of a loyal and efficient postal force a 
millstone in the form of a salary or position reclassification which they do not 
want. 

The bill ultimately reported by this committee during the 88d Congress pro 
vided for a committee composed of Members of the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives, as well as representatives of the Post Office Department and the em 
ployee organizations to study this question of reclassification. A similar pro- 
vision in current legislation would, in my judgment, prove helpful. 


Forrest City, Ark., February 5, 1955. 
Mr. E. C. HALBECK, 
Legislative Representative, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Str: An incident that may not be of any importance at all happened 
this week at our office, but after thinking it over and discussing it with some of 
our members, I decided to pass it on to you for whatever it may be worth. 

Our postmaster received a mimeographed letter from Mr. W. R. Sanders, 
district manager for Arkansas. The letter instructed the postmaster to assume 
personal reponsiblity for seeing that all employees were given an opportunity 
to read the letter. Then it proceded to extol the virtues of the Department’s 
reorganization bill. 

This could have been harmless, but the postmaster asked each employee to 
initial the letter. This also was harmless, but I was wondering if the postmaster 
might return this initialed letter to Mr. Sanders and he send it to the Department 
and they present it to Members of Congress in a manner that would leave the 
impression that our initials on the letter was proof that we were endorsing the 
bill. 

I can assure you that this is not the case. All of our clerks, carriers, cus- 
todial employees, and at least 1 of our 2 supervisors are unalterably opposed 
to this bill and would glady sign a statement to that effect if necessary. 

Fraternally Yours, 
MERVIN C. LUALLEN, 
Secretary, Local 1433. 
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HAVERHILL, MASS., February 3, 1955. 
The following men of Local 540 NFPOC at Haverhill, Mass., are opposed to the 
reclassification bill (H. R. 2987) : 
President Charles F. Godfrey, Vice President Hugo A. Taglieri, Secre- 
tary-Treasurer Martin J. Collins, Dante P. Fassio, Edward L. 
Lennon, Paul D. Wood, Edmond H. Driscoll, Thomas J. Doherty, 
Douglass E. Mann, George M. Gogas, Augustine J. McAvoy, Paul 
E. Sawyer, George W. Dudley, Louis A. Fecteau, Roy F. Lohman, 
Bernard L. Doucell, J. Edward Rice, Warner Withan, Daniel F. 
Connors, Raymond C. Valentine, John D. FitzGerald, Harry Glass- 
man, Quenten Migliori, Philip P. DiMattia, John J. Donovan, 
Armond Lalviere, Omer H. Bradun, Robert E. Hoegan, Consteint 
L. Balukas, M. Mozza, Angelo Cardarelli, George A. Mooshian, 
Nathan Burstein, Martin J. Nichelson, Francis A. Ahone, Conrad 
E. Prouty, Kenneth Shurtleff, George Nagle, Jos. Sullivan, Albert 
Mozza. 


The following men are in favor of the reclassification bill (H. R. 2987): This 
bill is not good for clerks, however, I don’t expect to be a clerk all my life— 
Gerald A. Mailloux. 

(There are 41 signatures here out of a possible 46.) 








SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


MONDAY, JANUARY 31, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON Post OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
Washington. D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a. m., in room 135, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Olin D. Johnston (chairman) pre 
siding. 

Present: Senators Johnston, Pastore, Carlson, Jenner, Martin, 
Langer, and Curtis. 

Also present: H. W. Brawley, executive director, and R. W. John- 
son. 

The CuHarrMaNn. The committee will come to order. 

We have before us this morning two bills to increase the salaries of 
Government classified employees, S. 67 and S. 774. My bill, S. 67 
provides a 10 percent increase in pay and Senator Carlson's bill, 5. 774 
provides a 5 percent adjustment. S. 774 is the proposal of the 
administration and Chairman Young is here to testify in support of 
S. 774. 

Mr. Young, are you ready to begin ? 

Mr. YounG. Iam, Mr. Chairman. I have a brief prepared state- 
ment which I would like to present. 

The CHatrMaNn. You may proceed. 

Mr. Youne. It is a short statement. I think it sets forth con- 
cisely and, I hope, clearly, the position of the President and the execu- 
tive branch. 

The CuatrMan. Would you like to come closer to the front of the 
rooni—— 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

The CuairMan. You may proceed, then. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP YOUNG, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL SERVICE 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Younc. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have this opportunity to 
discuss with you and the members of this committee the administra- 
tion’s legislative proposals for Federal employee pay adjustments 
and improved management of top-level Government jobs. These 
proposals are contained in 8. 774, which your committee has under 
consideration. 

The personnel management measures enacted by the 83d Congress 
have made possible tremendous improvements in the Federal per- 
sonnel system. Among other gains, the new laws improved overtime 
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pay practices, established a governmentwide incentive awards pro- 
gram, removed restrictive controls on appointments, and authorized 
group life insurance and unemployment insurance for Federal em- 
ployees. 

Senator Lancer. Have I got a copy of that statement? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, sir. It is right here [indicating]. 

Senator Lancer. Thank you. 

Mr. Youna. This legislation stands as a dramatic landmark in the 
development of progressive personnel practices which benefit both 
the Government and its employees. 

In his message to the Congress on January 11, the President recom- 
mended legislation to provide other essential elements of a balanced 
personnel program for the Federal service. ‘The new legislative pro- 
posals cover group health insurance, employee training, improved 
personnel practices for Government employees stationed overseas, 
adjustments in basic pay scales, and better management in setting up 
and controlling top-level jobs. 

Federal-employee-pay legislation has the highest priority in the 
administration’s program for further improvement of Government 
versonnel management. During recent months, intensive study has 
aa devoted to the question of needed pay adjustments for various 
groups of Federal employees. We have reexamined the effect of 
changes in the cost of living. We have looked at the relationship be- 
tween Federal salaries and salaries of comparable positions in other 
public jurisdictions and in private industry. We have carefully con- 
sidered all pertinent information developed in pay hearings in the 
83d Congress. ; 

Based on this study, we are proposing adjustments in the pay sched- 
ules of the Classification Act, the Foreign Service Act, and Public 
Law 293 of the 79th Congress, covering certain employees in the Vet- 
erans’ Administration Department of Medicine and Surgery. 

The Classification Act of 1949, as amended, is the basic pay author- 
ity for about 1 million Government workers. The pay schedules of 
the Classification Act are based on the policy stated by Congress in 
the act, that (1) equal pay shall be provided for substantially equal 
work, and (2) differences in rates of pay shall be in proportion to 
differences in the difficulty, responsibility, and qualification require- 
ments of the work. 

Classification Act salary increases of past years have compressed 
the pay scale of the middle and higher grades. The differences in pay 
between positions at varying levels are now substantially less than the 
differences in responsibility between jobs. 

If we are to maintain a sound career service and carry out the orig- 
inal intent of the Classification Act, we must establish a more mean- 
ingful relationship between the pay of the supervisor and the pay of 
the employee he supervises. We must provide substantially higher 
pay for positions in the upper grades while making appropriate 
adjustments in the lower grades. 

The pay adjustments which we are proposing are designed to cor- 
rect as far as possible the inequities and deficiencies of the current 
pay schedules and to keep Government salaries in line with those 
paid in private industry. However, the proposed revisions of the pay 
schedules have been made within two limitations: 
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First, the recommended adjustments throughout the pay schedules 
reflect careful consideration of the cost involved. The proposals rep- 
resent the funds the administration believes the Government can af- 
ford to spend for this purpose. This is consistent with the President’s 
budget, which takes into consideration the overall cost to the Govern- 
ment of all benefits being proposed, including employee health insur- 
ance, and pay changes for postal employees and military personnel. 

Secondly, the recommended adjustments in the top grades recog- 
nize the practical ceiling imposed by present salaries under the Exee- 
utive Pay Act, and salaries paid to Members of Congress and the 
Federal judiciary. 

New rates are proposed for both the general schedule and the crafts, 
protective, and custodial schedule of the Classification Act. Upward 
udjustments in pay are proposed for each grade except GS-18. Ad- 
justments in the general schedule range from $125 to $800 per year 
and in the CPC schedule from $73 to $285 per year. The overall] 
average increase would be about $205 a year or slightly less than 
5 5 percent. The proposed new schedules would become effective on the 
first day of the first pay period following the date of enactment. 

In these schedules, we have established more significant differ- 
ences between pay rates of successive grades. The new schedules 
are designed to provide adequate financial incentive to encourage 
employees to strive for higher jobs involving greater responsibilities. 
Employees will receive more appropriate recognition in terms of 
pay as they move to higher jobs on the basis of increased knowledge, 
ability, and experience. 

The recommended changes relieve as far as practicable the com- 
pression between the lower and higher salaries which has taken place 
since 1939. We are not proposing any change in the Classification 
Act ceiling rate of $14,800 at this time. In the event Congress enacts 
changes in the salaries of Members of Congress and the Federal Ju- 
diciary, we will make recommendations concerning the salaries for 
positions in the Executive Pay Act. 

We will also make recommendations concerning the appropriate 

rates for top positions in the Classification Act at that time. 

Meanwhile, although the present proposal does not include a change 
in grade 18, an upward adjustment of $125 or a 5 percent increase is 
proposed for grade GS-1. Thus, the compression between grades 
GS-1 through GS-17 is relieved to some extent. 

In general, we find that pay rates for employees in the lower Classi- 
fication Act grades compare favorably with prevailing pay for simi- 
lar jobs outside the Federal Government. Pay rates in ‘the middle and 
upper grades, on the other hand, have lagged behind. The lowest 
paid adult worker (CPC-2) has had salary increases of 124 percent 
since 1939; the grade GS-15 employee has had increases totaling 
only 35 percent. Clearly, inadequate attention has been given to 
the need for salary changes in the middle and upper grades, 

While the proposed revision of the Classification Act pay schedules 
is not intended to be solely a cost of living adjustment, we did consider 
the present disparities in comparative purchasing power in develop- 
ing the proposed schedules. 

Private industry has recognized the need to increase the salary 
levels of higher grade positions as increases in the pay for lower 
grade jobs are thade. 
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In the past, the Government has not followed this practice. The 
proposed adjustments for the upper grades will help to overcome this 
deficiency and will help close the gap between the changes in pay at 
these levels and changes in living costs. The proposed increases of 
approximately 5 percent in pay at the lower grades will more than 
offset the 3.1 increase in the Consumer Price Index since 1951 when 
the latest Classification Act salary changes were made. 

The Cuamman. Just one question, there. When the last pay in- 
crease Was approved by the 82d Congress, it failed to equal the increase 
in cost of living up to that time, is that not correct ‘ 

Mr. Youne. Let me just check that. 

Mr. Hare. The increase in the Consumer Price Index to July 1951, 
was 86.7 percent over the average of 1939. 

The CuarrMan. Over the average ¢ 

Mr. Youna. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. I am not sure what you mean by that statement. 

Senator Cartson. I believe, Mr, Chairman, that is an important 
point and we want to get information on that in the record. 

I noticed, Mr. Y oung, that you state, “The lowest paid adult worker, 
CPC-2, has had salary increases of 124 percent since 1939, The evade 
GS-15 employee has had increases totaling only 35 percent.’ 

I think we should get into the record any studies you have made or 
any information from the Government de partments which will bear 
on this subject. 

Last year, I noticed there was a general tendency to go back to 1939. 
So if you have some statistics or tables for the record, I urge that they 
should be made part of the record. 

Mr. Younc. We have a good chart setting forth that change, and 
we can supply you with copies of it. 

The Cuairman. I believe you will admit that the lowest salaried 
employees are more penalized by the inc rease in the cost of living than 
the higher bracket employees, isn’t that so / 

Mr. Younc. Well, the lower bracket employees have been on a par 
with wages in industry, or in 1951, in many cases they were slightly 
ahead of what the industrial level was. 

This shows your percentage changes since 1939 in entrance rates for 
Classification Act grades. This is the general schedule compared 
with the change in the Consumer Price Index. 

The red column represents the Consumer Price Index, the figures 
on the top of the blue column represent the percentage change since 
1939, and the dotted line with the figures on the top of the column, the 
dotted cap, recommends what it would be under our proposed S. 774. 

You can see in the last column on grade 15 there, the 35 percent re- 
ferred to in my remarks, as against the red column of 92.9. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Young, do I understand that this first column 
in red shows the cost of living index based on 1939 2 

Mr. Youne. That is correct. 

Senator Cartson. And the GS-1, first grade in the Classification 
Act, at present is getting 98.4 of the increased cost. of living, based 
on 1939, and if we vote this bill it would be 108.3; is that correct ? 

Mr. Young. That is correct. 

Mr. Harr. May Tadd, Mr, Chairman, that the cost of living has gone 
down half a percent, it is now 92.4 instead of 92.9. 
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Mr. Youna. As of December 1954. 

The Cuatrman. Isthat the administration’s bills? 

Mr. Youne. The dotted line, the dotted caps on these columns rep- 
resent what the ratio would be under the administration bill S. 774. 

The CuarrmMan. How do you arrive at the 5-percent figure ? 

Mr. Hare. The 5 percent is the average increase over existing rates. 
The chart shows the differences between what the employees were 
getting in 1939 and what they would get under S. 774. 

Senator JENNER. I didn’t hear that. 

Between what they were getting in 1939 and what? 

Mr. Hare. And what they would get under the proposal. 

Mr. Youne. You have two different bases there. 

Mr. Brawtey. In other words, according to your own chart, sal- 
aries at the 95-3 level will still fall below the increase in the cost of 
living since 1939? 

Mr. Younea. That is correct? They will be 1 percent less on the 
December 1954 basis. 

The CuarrMan. You will agree that the employees in GS-1, 2, and 3 
will find it much harder to afford the necessities of life, much more 
so than employees in GS-13, 14, and 15. 

Mr. Youne. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and they have been doing very 
much better than anybody else. 

The CHarrman. Do you think so? 

Mr. Youne. Yes; the figures show that. 

But certainly, as you go on up the scale you have more complicated 
standards of living and more complicated tax problems. 

Mr. Brawtry. How many employees are there presently in CPC-1 ? 

Mr. Hare. Twenty-four. 

Mr. Youne. Not very many. 

Mr. Braw.ey. How many in CPC-2? 

Mr. Hare. I don’t remember right offhand. 

Mr. Youna. I have it here, as soon as I find it. 

Mr. Hare. Almost 25,000 (24,911). 

Mr. Brawtry. What type of jobs come under CPC-2? 

Mr. Hare. Largely messengers, unskilled laborers, charwomen, and 
employees of similar classes. 

Senator Lancer. Are mail handlers included ? 

Mr. Hare. No, sir. 

Mr. Youne. They would be under the postal-pay provisions. 

This doesn’t cover postal at all. 

Mr. Hare. Since you mentioned the CPC, this is the table that 
shows that [indicating]. 

This, of course, is the CPC-1 which you can certainly forget about. 

Mr. Youne. You can see how much better the people in CPC-1 
and 2 have been treated here, really; and those are your lowest salaried 
or lowest grade groups. 

You also have to remember that under legislation enacted by the last 
Congress that the CPC schedule is abolished during the course of this 
year and that part of those people go on to a prevailing rate basis under 
the wage board system and part of them move over into the GS sched- 
ule. What we have done in the CPC schedule proposals is, except for 
CPC-1 and 2, to bring them in line with the GS schedules, so that 


when they change, that change will be effected smoothly and without 
difficulties. 
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In the CPC-1 and 2 groups, many of those will go on to a prevail- 
ing rate basis oak wage boards and the others that move into GS 
schedule at that time will get a further pay increase. 

The Cuamman. Do these tables reflect the actual take-home pay ? 

Mr. Youne. After taxes, you mean ? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Youne. No. 

The Cuairman. In other words, they do not reflect the vast differ- 
ence or the increase in the Federal tax now paid over that paid in 
1939? 

Mr. Younc. That is correct, and we do have some figures with re- 
spect to the take-home pay problem, if you would like to discuss that. 

The Cuaimrman. I believe you should furnish that information to 
the committee, I think it would be very interesting. 

Senator Cartson. Could you tell us how many of these CPC on a 
percentage basis will be transferred over ? 

How many will we have left on the schedule? 

Mr. Hare. Around 43,000, sir, will be transferred. 

Mr. Youne. Which way ? 

Mr. Hare. To the general schedule. 

Mr. Youne. 43,000 will be transferred ? 

The Wirness. That is right. 

Mr. Youne. And 66,000 to the prevailing wage basis. 

They are scattered all through the CPC grades. 

Senator Cartson. About 43 percent then would be on the general 
schedules. 

Mr. Youne. That would be about right. 

Our proposals here do have this byproduct, which is constructive 
and helpful, of keeping the CPC changes in line with the GS changes 
so that we can effect that transfer which has to be completed by Mi wreh 
of this year. 

Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman, I think your comments about hav- 
ing enough to eat back in 1939 and 1940 and 1941 is absolutely true. 

Now, it m: iv be 124 percent, but you will remember we raised grade 1 
and I believe grade 2 all by themselves, I have forgotten the year, 
September 30, 1 think it was, 1945, because these people were literally 
starving to death, the pay was so ridiculously low, $1,500, $2,000 some- 
where in there, and the Senate, by unanimous vote, without any objec- 
tion on the part of anybody raised those lower grades which he says 
are now raised 124 percent, and I think that you ‘should take that into 
consideration, when you say 124 percent when those people couldn't 
live on what they were getting. 

The Cuamman. I recall the passage of that bill. 

Senator Martin. Do you have comparison on the cost of living, 
BLS, maintenance level, living costs of the various years, compared 
with this? 

Mr. Youne. The BLS—the 





Senator Martin. The maintenance cost of living. 

Mr. Youne. Do we have that here or not ? 

Senator Martin. That would clarify what Mr. Langer is asking 
about. 

Mr. Younc. No; we don’t have anything here on that. 
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The Cuaran. I think you will find that all the big corporations 
did take into consideration take-home pay. The committee was given 
proof last year that private industry employees had received much 
more of an increase in wages than Government employees. 

Senator Martin. I should think we would want the take 
considered and then the BLS, maintenance cost of 
begin to see the total picture. 

Senator JenNeR. Of course, there was an unemployment picture, if 
you are going back to 1939, as the basis, there was an unemployment 
problem at that time. Was it 10 million people unemployed / 

The CyarrMan. You can always figure when there is a lot of unem- 
ployment, people are forced to work cheaper. 

Senator Lancer. I wonder if we could get Mr. Young to tell us 
what he considers, a man and a wife and two children, what is the 
minimum they ought to get to have a decent sort of living. 

Senator Martin. That would be shown in your BLS, maintenance 
cost of living, and so forth. You could get the wife alone 
1 child, wife and 2 children, and so on? 

Mr. Youne. We have some figures here prepared which we can 
submit which show the effect of the ch: anging tax situation for that 
period, with respect to a man with a wife and two children, I think 
it is. 

The Cuarrman. I think it would be well to have that information. 

Mr. Youne. Which we can submit for the record without getting 
into a detailed discussion of those figures this morning. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 
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Senator Lancer. I would like to know what you think is the amount 
they ought to get. 


Mr. Younec. How much should a man and wife and two children 
get ¢ 

Senator Lancer. Yes. 

Mr. Younc. We would have to come to some conclusion as to what 
we think a proper standard of living is, would we not ‘ 

Senator Lancer. What do you think ¢ 

Mr. Youne. Certainly, I wouldn’t know what the average standard 
of living, or cost, should be for a man and his wife and two children 
today. It depends where you live, what you are doing, how you are 
living. 

Senator Lancer. Well, meat once a day, butter once a day, milk for 
the babies, what do you think? 

Mr. Youne. Perhaps you already have a figure in mind. 

Senator Lancer. I would like to get yours. 

I have, but—— 

Mr. Youne. I have no idea, offhand. 

Senator JENNER. What is yours, Senator ‘ 

Senator Lancer. I would rather get this from the witness. 

Mr. Youna. I have no idea. And whether or not we would agree 
what we would consider to be an adequate standard of living, mainte- 
nance level, is variable to an extreme in the large cities compared with 
the rural areas. 

My, yes; that is why you would have to define pretty closely what 
the basic assumptions are here in order to determine what figure you 
would come out with. 

I mean after you get it. 

I am not sure that it means very much actually. 

Senator JENNER. That is right. It depends on the location, on a 
lot of things. 

Senator Martin. We had that up in military pay, and family allow- 
ance, figures, because what amounts to just a maintenance level in the 
54 largest cities, amounted to a very liberal pay in the rural areas, 
but we couldn’t ask a man in the military services which area he came 
from to determine what we have paid him at the pay table. 

Mr. Youne. Of course, that is one of the problems which you have 
with your national salary scale here for classified employees, because 
that makes no reference to where they are, or what the cost of living 
is in their particular community, whereas, everyone under your pre- 

vailing rate system at least has a certain amount of flexibility to meet 
the prevailing rate in that particular location, whatever it may be. 

We gave a great deal of thought at one point to whether or not fur- 
ther adjustment shouldn’t be made in the classified pay schedule, at 
least, in the lower brackets, with respect to the bringing in this ques- 
tion of prevailing rates. 

It is interesting to note that. this new rate that we are proposing for 
grade 1 on the classified service which has a 5- percent increase in it 
under this bill, is now approximately equal to the prevailing rate for 
the same type of work in the highest labor market in the country, 
which is Detroit, for the same type of work. So that then at least, 
there is some comparability there between your grade 1 people doing 
that work and what the prevailing rate of wage is in your highest 
cost area in the country for the same type of wor “k. 
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Shall I continue, Mr. Chairman / 

The CuatrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Youne. The administration’s pay proposals last year did not 
provide any increase for employees in the first several Classification 
Act grades. We have reexamined this aspect of the pay-adjustment 
problem in the light of current conditions and the testimony and other 
information developed in the pay hearings in the 83d Congress. 

As a result, we are now proposing upward adjustments of $125 
for employees in grade GS-1, and $135 for those in grade GS-2. 

The $150 adjustment proposed for grade GS-3 doubles the amount 
proposed last year for employees in this grade. Generally, these 
changes will keep the pay rates of lower grade employees in line with 
the rates now being paid for comparable work in the high-wage labor 
markets in the United States. 

That is the point which I was just referring to with respect to 
Detroit. 

The estimated cost of Classification Act adjustments is approxi- 
mately $202 million. Of this amount of $202 million, employees in 
the lower 5 GS grades and comparable CPU grades will receive 45.5 
percent ($91,797,000) while those in the highest 5 grades will receive 
only 4.5 percent. ($8,996,000) . 

Of course, the distribution of the money involved is due to the 
population in the various grades. Under Public Law 763 

Senator Lancer. Wait a minute. 

Could you give us the number of employees in the lower 5 grades and 
the number in the upper 5 grades? 

Mr. Youne. Surely. 

Do you have a total on that ? 

Mr. Hare. There isa table here. 

Mr. Youne. It isn’t total for the grades is it ? 

Under Public Law 763 of the 83d Congress, the crafts, protective, 
and custodial schedule will be abolished on or about September 1, 
1955. By that time, all employees now paid under the CPC schedule 
will either be placed in the general schedule or be paid on the basis 
of prevailing wage rates. Because of this, we are proposing adjust- 
ments in the crafts, protective, and custodial schedule which will bring 
the pay of CPC employees, except for those in CPC-1 and CPC-2, 
to the same level as that provided for the grades of the general 
schedule to which they will move. 

T just commented on that. a moment ago. 

Those employees in CPC-1 and CPC-2 who are placed in grade 
GS-1 will receive the pay of that grade when they are transferred 
to the general schedule. (The movement of employees from CPC 
to the general schedule must be completed on or about March 
1955.) 

On the first 5 GS grades, 511,000 of total of 874,000. Not counting 
the CPC. 

Senator Lancer. What are those figures again ? 

Mr. Youne. 511,000 employees in the first 5 grades of the GS 
schedule. 

Senator Lancer. Is that the lowest grades? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, first five grades. 

The CuatrMan. One through five. 

You have to add to that the CPC. 
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Senator JENNER. Is that 45,000 / 

Mr. Lancer. What are the five upper grades / 

Mr. Youne. I think they are still adding back here. 

Mr. Hare. 101,000 in CPC. 

Mr. YOouNG. 101,000 of CPC included in this. You add that to the 
511,000 that makes 612,000, the number of employees referred to in 
the lower 5 grades on page 6 of my prepared statement. 

Now, we will have the highest five grades. 

Mr. Hare. 13,500. 

Mr. Young. 13,500 in the top 5 grades. 

Senator Lancer. 13,500 would get roughly $9 
would get roughly $91,797,000. 

Mr. Youne. That is correct for the GS schedule. Including the 
CPC employees in comparable grades, the total is 612.000 employees. 

Senator Langer. In other words, 511,000 people have to divide 
$91 million and 13.500 divide $9 million. 

The proportion doesn’t seem quite right. 

Mr. Youne. I think we have to look at the individual grades and 
the increases which we are proposing for the individual grades and 
levels of work. Shall I continue, Mr. Chairman‘ 

The Cuarrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Youne. The structural form of present Classification Act pay 
schedules is maintained. No changes are eeonenne in the number 
of grades, the number of rates within each grade, or the amount of 
within- -grade step increases. 

All step rates of a given grade are increased by the same dollar 
amount. 

In addition to the Classification Act proposals we also recommend 
adjustments in the pay schedules of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, 
as amended, and in the pay schedules of Public Law 293, 79th Con 
gress, as amended, covering employees in the Department of Medicine 
and Sur gery of the Veterans’ Administration. 

The adjustments which we recommend in the pay schedules for 
Foreign Service officers and Foreign Service staff and reserve officers 
and employees were developed by the Department of State. 

These adjustments provide general improvements in the schedules 
by simplifying and smoothing out the salary rates within the various 
classes as well as providing salary changes generally in line with 
those proposed for employees paid under the Classification Act. 

Adjustments range from $70 to a maximum of $800. No salary 
rate is increased above the present ceiling level of $14,800. The 
annual cost of these adjustments is estimated at $3,300,000, or 
a 5-percent increase. 

The salary schedules we propose for physicians, dentists, nurses, 
and certain other employees in the Department of Medicine and 
Surgery, whose pay is fixed under Public Law 293, were developed by 
the Veterans’ Administration. 

In general, salary adjustments in the revised schedules are in line 
with those provided for comparable levels under the Classification 
Act. Except for a very few key positions, increases range from 
$110 to not more than $800. No salary is increased above $14,800. 
The cost of these adjustments is approximately $4,200,000, or about a 
4,4-percent increase. 


million: 511,000 
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The proposed adjustments in the pay schedules for F oreign Service 
and Department of Medicine and Surgery personnel, like those for 
the Classification Act employees, would be effective on the first day 
of the first pay period after enactment. 

In summary, we believe that the proposed pay adjustments are as 
fair as possible within the limitations previously described. They 
will assure that, as employees are promoted to higher grades, their 
pay will provide more appropriate recognition for their increased 
responsibilities. ‘Through these changes, pay administration will be 
made more effective as a means for continued improvement in the 
Federal personnel system. 

The total cost of all of the above proposed pay adjustments will 
be approximately $210,500,000, In this connection, Mr. Chairman, 
we should keep in mind that this is only one part of the additional 
annual cost to the Government since it does not take into account the 
proposed pay changes for postal employees which have been set up 
or proposed for $129 million annually, and the proposed increased 
pay and benefits for military personnel. Nor does it include the esti- 
mated annual cost to the Government of $55 million for the proposed 
Federal employee health-insurance program. All of these pay and 
benefit proposals, taken together, will cost the Government well over 
$1 billion a year. 

Another important aspect of the administration’s proposal for 
needed changes in the Classification Act concerns sound management 
and distribution of positions in the top three grades of the general 
schedule. ; 

The Classification Act sets a ceiling of 550 on the total number of 
positions that can be placed in gr: ades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18, and 
limits the numbers allowed in each of these grades. In addition to 
this ceiling and without regard to these limits, 19 other statutory 
authorities permit or require 583 additional jobs to be placed in gr: ades 
GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. These special authorities differ as to 
conditions of use, nature of limitations, and duration. 

This bewildering array of statutory authorities is a bar to efficient 
management. Only one of the 20 different authorities—the Classi- 
fication Act—permits establishment of GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18 
positions wherever needed, without regard to specific agencies or 
functions. 

However, this authority covers less than half of the positions author- 
ized by law, and contains limits on the numbers of positions allowed 
at each grade. 

As a result, the executive branch is unable to establish, eliminate, 
transfer between agencies, and change top jobs as required by the 
changing needs of critical Government programs. 

No single committee of Congress or any one agency in the executive 
branch has the responsibility for determining the need for and author- 
izing positions in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. The executive 
branch continues to submit requests to Congress for piecemeal legis- 
lation to meet changing needs for addition: al top-level jobs. 

The Congress, in turn, through the consideration of such legis- 
lation by many committees and subcommittees, is denied any coor rdi- 
nated review of existing and newly requested authorizations. 


Sutil 


eth ethane 


Abeta ms a8 


| 
i 
t 
: 
4 
: 





cali astbvte ~t sl 


+ un oii Neate nc tt ALB Nain 


et 0 cate ota Nebel HF AR Pe 


ow Earn aa asl mt. 


hdc 


pt rtemplsai, 


ae inher bot! 





SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 55d 


Under the Classification Act, your committee, Mr. Chairman, has 
responsibility for legislation concerning top-grade positions. Other 
Senate committees which have recommended legislation authorizing 
such positions include Banking and Currency, Appropriations, Armed 
Services, and Government Operations. 

To provide a sound solution to these problems, we are proposing: 

First, that all existing authorities be replaced by a single statutory 
authority to be contained in the Classification Act. 

Second, that the present Classification Act limitations on the total 
number of positions and the number in each grade be removed. 

Third, that the President be permitted to authorize GS—16, GS-17, 
and GS-18 positions in all agencies in accordance with the changing 
needs of Government programs. 

(The President already has been given a similar type of authority 
under the Defense Production Act.) 

Fourth, that the President report annually to Congress on the use 
of this authority. 

And fifth, that the Civil Service Commission be responsible for 
insuring that the jobs are properly classified and paid in accordance 
with the requirements of the Classification Act. 

Under this plan, the Congress will be able to look to one place in 
the executive branch for effective administration and control of this 
important phase of Government personnel management. 

The executive branch would have for the first time a means for 
effective management of top jobs which could be established and paid 
proper pay rates in accordance with the urgent and changing Gov- 
ernment program needs, 

The piecemeal legislative action of the past would no longer be 
required. And finally the Congress, through its Post Office and Civil 
Service Committees, could review the use of top-level positions on 
an overall governmentwide basis. 

Mr. Chairman, we have given you and each member of the com- 
mittee a set of documents pr resenting detailed information on the pro- 
posals I have outlined. These include (1) a copy of my statement, 
(2) a draft of the proposed bill—I beg to correct that. It should 
not be “proposed bill.” It should be S. 774. 

A sectional analysis of the bill. Four, a statement of purpose and 
justifications, (5) copies of the present and proposed Classification 
Act pay schedules, with an analysis of these schedules, and (6) a list 
of present statutory authorities for positions in grades GS-16, 17, 
and 18. 

In addition, we have previously sent the committee copies of the 
Commission’s Basic Pay Data, a compilation of data on pay rates 
«nd increases in Government and industry which brings up to date 
a similar work published for use last year. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, Commissioner George Moore and 
Commissioner Frederick Lawton are here with me. I am sure you 
will be interested in hearing from them on these vital and important 
matters. 

Of course, I will be pleased to answer any questions which you and 
the other committee members might w ish to ask. 

Senator Lancer. I figured out ‘these figures, Mr. Chairman. Under 
the amounts Mr. Young stated, the average increase for the 612,000 
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in the lower grades would be $150 a piece, approximately, while the 
increase for those 13,400 in the upper, top grades would be 414 times 
us much, or $670 a piece, approximately. I thought we ought to have 
that in the record, 

The CuatrmMan. Glad to have that. 

Mr. Youne. I might just comment on that, Mr. Chairman, of course, 
the real answer to the average increase or the proportionate increases 
here, you have to take into consideration with the grade level, and the 
responsibility and the work which is performed under the provisions 
of the Classification Act. 

The CuairMan. Any other questions ? 

Mr. Youne. Commissioner Lawton, or Commissioner Moore—— 

Senator Pastore. How was the percentage of 5 percent arrived at. 

Mr. Youna. It is an average increase over and above the present— 
it is a weighted average, as a matter of fact, over and above your 
present payroll. Mr. Hare, who is here, actually computed that aver- 
age and he can explain it accurately if you would like that explanation. 

Senator Pasrore. Yes. 

Mr. Hare. We took the number of positions, employees at every 
step of each grade and multiplied it by the proposed increase. Under 
the Administration’s plan, of course, the increase is the same for every 
one in the grade. 

Senator Pasrore. But where did you get the five? Why wasn’t it 
6, why wasn’t it 4144; why wasn’t it 10? 

Mr. Hare. That depends on the amount of the increase in each 
grade. 

Mr. Youna. Perhaps I misunderstood your question. Is your ques- 
tion how did we arrive at this amount of money ? 

Senator Pastore. That is right. 

How much can we spend—did you go back and calculate the percen- 
tage or is there a reason for it ? 

Is it predicated upon the cost of living? I mean, where do we get 
the 5 percent ? 

Mr. Youna. The factors which enter into that kind of a determina- 
tion of course, vary. One, necessarily, is what has happened to the 
cost of living, another is what can the Government afford in terms of 
its budgetary limitations with respect to this part of the budget. 

Another factor is how do your rates compare with private industry 
for similar types of work to take into account, another factor has to 
do with how much money can be applied in order to meet these other 
objectives on a grade-by-grade basis within the ceiling limitations that 
you have to deal with, so that you still keep an adequate spread be- 
tween grades, you get the incentive for promotion, you get recognition 
of responsibility. 

Senator Pasrore. Iam all for that. Iam not questioning that. 

Mr. Youne. If you put too much money in, of course, that com- 
presses it still further, as long as you have this ceiling of $14,800 on 
the top you lose the distinction between grades. So that you have to 
balance off what you hope you can do to bring up your salary level in 
line with where you think it out to be, while at the same time you get 
an orderly and even distribution with respect to your grade levels 
and responsibilites of work. 

Senator Pasrore. You see, a strong argument was made here which 
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to me was rather cataclysmic, a garbage collector in New York gets 
$1,000 more than a letter carrier in W ashington. I was wondering 
if it is being done to coordinate Government employees with private 
industry, or other municipalities. 

No one has ever given me a satisfactory answer on that. No one has 
ever come here and said “This is the formula used.” 

Everything seems to be so general in saying just 5 percent. I wish 
someone would come here and tell us more accurately what is the 
formula for reaching the figure of 5 percent. 

Mr. Youne. Well, those are the factors which go into it. don’t 
think there is any hard and fast mechanical formula by me ‘h you 
arrive at $220 million or $508 million. It depends on what you can 
afford, plus these other things which you have to take into account. 

In the last analysis, I suppose it has to depend on judgment 

The CHarrman. Have you considered the fact that the budget is 
not balanced ¢ 

Mr. Younc. Unfortunately, that seems to be something we all have 
to take into account. 

Senator Curris. Mr. Chairman, on page 8 you refer to the total 
cost of pay increases, and health insurance, and military pay, and 
so on, as a billion dollars. 

Now, percentagewise, how much of an increase in expenditures is 
that for all of those items, the total of all of them / 

Mr. Younc. The billion dollars represents the increase in cost of 
proposals which are being made for these various things. 

Senator Curtis. I understand that. Now, I am saying, in per- 
centage, how much of a cost increase is that ? 

Mr. Youne. Percentage of present cost for the same items ? 

Senator Curtis. Yes. 

Mr. Youne. Present payroll costs, military and civilian? And I 
assume that it should probably include present employee benefits, 
such as the group life insurance and that sort of thing. 

Senator Curtis. Yes. 

In other words, we are proposing to increase employee costs $1 
billion. How much of a percentage increase is that / 

Mr. Youne. Overall? 

Senator Curtis. Yes. 

Mr. Youne. Well, we will have to figure that out and give it to you. 

Senator Lancer. May we have that 

Mr. Braw ey. In other words, the total payroll of the Federal em- 
ployees is about $10 billion, but you would have to add the total pay- 
roll of the military forces 

Mr. Young. Yes, and your benefit costs. 

The Cuarrman. The military payroll would run into many billions. 

Senator Carison. My thought was that the present proposal is 
5 percent increased on the classified employees; the postal pay bill 
was 614 across the board. 

Mr. Youne. The military is about 6.7. So it would be something 
in that neighborhood. 

The CHatrMAN. Increase? 

Mr. Youna. Increase. 

The CHatrMaNn. That is just for personnel ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. 
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Senator Lancer. I don’t want to break a quorum or anything; 
we have a meeting in the judiciary —— 

The CHarrMAN. Weare going to be through here soon. 

Senator Langer. I leave my proxy here; I leave it with Senator 
Carlson. 

Senator Cartson. We are not going to vote anything today, I hope. 

Mr. Youna. I would like to call Senator Pastore’s attention to this 
chart here, which is a comparison of entrance rates under the classifica- 
tion act, with entrance rates for comparable positions in other public 
jurisdictions. We made an analysis of 86 State, county, and city 
governments. 


COMPARISON OF ENTRANCE RATES UNDER THE CLASS/FICATION 
ACT WITH ENTRANCE RATES FOR COMPARABLE POSITIONS IW OTHER 


PUBLIC JURISDICTIONS 
(86 STATE, COUNTY AND C/TY GOVERNMENTS) 


PERCENTAGE OF OTHER MWRISDICT/ONS PERCENTAGE OF OTHER SURI SOICTIONS PAYING 
PAYING BATES HIGHER THAN CLASSIFICATION ACT RATES RATES LOWER THAN CLASS/IICATIW ACT RATES 
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I am sorry, I don’t have the garbage collector on there. But this 
will give you some idea as to what the present situation is. 

Those columns in brown, if you assumed a zero point the up and 
down line as the level of the Gover nment Classification Act for that 
type of work, the brown columns going out to the left represent the 
percent of the 86 jurisdictions which are paying higher than Govern- 
ment rates and the green columns to the right, representative of the 
percent of these 86 public jurisdictions which are paying less than 
the Classification Act at the present time. It does give you some bases 
for comparison with these other public jurisdictions. 

Of course, there are certain key jobs picked out there which we think 
are representative ; they aren’t in any way loaded. 

I think it does give a fair representation of what the relationship is. 

Senator Pastore. Would you say in most communities a stenog- 

rapher who works for the Federal Government receives equal pay 
with a stenographer who, let us say, works in a law office or insurance 
office ¢ 
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COMPARISON OF AVERAGE WEEKLY SALARIES 
OF OF FICE WORKERS UNDER THE CLASSIIICATION ACT 
AND SIMILAR WORKERS IN /NDUSTRY 
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Mr. Young. If you are talking about comparable rates with indus- 
try, you can see from this chart: the brown columns represent the 
Government pay, the blue columns represent comparable rates in com- 
parable jobs in industry. If you take your steno, which is about there 
in the middle of the chart, the stenographer in industry, on the aver- 
age is getting a little bit more than the Government. 

But you can see that by and large in those grades Government and 
industry wages are pretty parallel except for the file clerk in class B 
where the Government is evidently overpaying them, and the tabulat- 
ing-machine operator over to the right where Government has lagged 
behind because you have a specialized technique there and we haven't 
been able to keep up with industry, the shortage problem. 

Senator Pastore. I am merely thinking out loud, this is, of course, 
wholly unrelated to what we are discussing here, if it wouldn’t be 
advisable sometime to draft a system whereby comparable Federal 
positions in certain areas would get equal pay with like work in those 
various areas. 

And sometimes, we find a bit of resentment on the part of some 
Senators who claim that some Government positions are way out of 
line with private industry and that causes the trouble, and it is vice 
versa in other areas in the lower grades—has thought been given to 
that ¢ 

Mr. Youna. It would be nice if it went all the way up the scale, too, 
Senator. 

Senator Pastore. That is true, too. 

Mr. Young. Realistically, of course, I suppose you never can have 
a situation where Government employees are going to be paid on a 
comparable level with private industry in the higher brackets. 

Senator Pastore. That is why I asked about the 5 percent. 

First, you start out on the premise that Government employees are 


not entitled to collective bargaining; they can’t strike. 
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So it = wanted means that what Congress is willing to do, is what 
they finally get 

Last year, it developed that unless they raise the postal rates, they 
get nothing. That is the reason I ask the question: How do they 
reach these figures / 

It strikes me that we ought to have some kind of a stable formula 
by which they could establish it and say, “This is it.” When you say 
we took into consideration comparable matters, as a matter of fact, you 
took into consideration nothing when you do it that way because it is so 
loose and so broad. 

Senator JenNER. Does the Senator have in mind a weighted average 
salary for the various categories? 

Senator Pastore. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Is it or is it not true that very few stenographers 
come to work for the Government unless they have already had some 
experience in industry ¢ 

Mr. YounG. You say they do not come 

The CyHartrman. Don’t you require experience before hiring 
stenographers ¢ 

Mr. Youne. Not necessarily. 

The Cuatrrman. How many go to work for the Government that 
haven't had any experience as a stenographer ? 

Mr. Youn. I wouldn’t know how many haven't had any experience 
in industry. 

Certainly, I would guess a great many come into the lower grades 
who are fresh out of school. 

The CuarrMan. I am referring to the fact that you require that 
stenographers have had outside experience before they can be hired 
in the Government. 

Mr. Youna. Not necessarily ; in the lower grades there is the alterna- 
tive of completion of resident training in stenography and typing in a 
recognized school. 

The CuarrmMan. Don’t you require such information on standard 
form No. 57? 

Mr. Youne. Certainly. 

Senator Carison. Following Senator Pastore’s suggestion, I think 
that is what we were discussing and trying to do last year with the 
CPC schedules. 

Senator Pastore, That is right, and I think we did a wise thing 
when we did that. 

Senator Cartson. I do, too. There are some very serious objections 
to the Government agencies discriminating in some areas. 

Senator Jenner. Even if you took the w veighted average, wouldn't 
you still have the problem that you cited awhile ago, in other words, 
the differentiation between location, where your ‘work was, and so 
forth ? 

Senator Pastore. That is right. 

Senator JenNEr. I know in the Government Printing Office, we 
dealt there with the various classes of workers. We have arrived at 
the weighted average and we will take, for example, 26 cities and 
take what they pay the different skills and so forth, and average it 
out and try to reach a contract which we usually arrive at in the 
Government Printing Office, and so forth. But that is based on a 
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city scale of 26 comparative cities, and when you get it between cities 
and rural communities, and so forth, you run into the problems you 
cited awhile ago, location, other different problems. 

Mr. Younc. That is why we gave a great deal of thought to this 
question, would it ever be feasible to put your lower grades of the 
Classification Act under a prevailing rate basis? It has many com- 
plications, it is something that we will continue to study, I think 
we go along. 

Senator Pasrorr. That is what bothers me sometimes on these 
things that you insert into the law. 

You take a man with a couple of children who is carrying mail 
and decide he should get an increase of no less than $400 because he 
has a family to support, and the cost of living affects him as much 
as it does a person in the higher grade. 

Yet, you couldn’t possibly use that same argument with a stenog- 
rapher who is single and lives at home with her family. 

I mean, that is where I am afraid we are leading to so many in- 
equities, sometimes it disturbs me. I should not thing that a stenog- 
rapher who is as well paid as a stenographer who is working for an 
insurance company should get a minimum of $400 the same as a letter 
carrier who has 2 or 3 children to support. 

It makes quite some difference. But how you are going to draw 
these lines of demarkation, of course, I don’t know. 

Senator JENNER. That is the problem. And location would come 
in there, too. 

Mr. Youna. These figures are based on a weighted average for 
labor market areas across the country. 

Senator Pastore. Not that I am arguing against giving a stenogra- 
pher an increase, I think she ought to get an increase like every other 
stenographer in private industry. 

Mr. Brawtey. Does the Administration propose to require that 
the agencies of Government absorb the cost of this pay proposal or 
do you intend to come to Congress to request an additional appro- 
priation ? 

Mr. Youne. Well, on that, there is provision made in the budget 
for a certain amount of absorption by the Government departments, 
and provision is made in the budget for 1956—this is fiscal 1956, 
I am talking about the forthcoming budget—for picking up the bal 
ance of the increased costs. 

There is a very real problem, if such a pay bill as S. 774 becomes 
effective, the balance of this fiseal year, with a full quarter of year 
to go, if it is passed and approved within that period, as to how that 
will be taken care of. 

I thing it probably can be absorbed in some areas and in some agen 
cles they may have to ask for supplemental appropriations even to 

carry it out the last quarter of this year. 

Otherwise, you get into of course, a reduction in force situation, 
and the higher the pay bill, why the more reduction in force you have 
cot to have, or the more supplement: al appropriations. 

The CratrMan. Isn’t it true that most of them come back for sup 

plemental appropriations? 

Mr. Youne. It hasn’t been true in the past, as far as I know. 
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Senator Curtis. Mr. Chairman, how do you propose to absorb this 
by the departments, this cost ? 

Mr. Youna. ‘Tinere are only two ways, really, that you can absorb it. 
One is by reduction in force, either actually letting people go or in- 
creasing efficiency so you don’t need quite as many “employees ; or by 
the funds which you pick up from normal turnover during the course 
of a year’s operations where you will have vacant positions for a 
month or 2 months and so forth. 

That gives you a little extra—— 

Senator Curtis. How much of this whole program will be absorbed 
and how much of it will be new money, in fiscal 1956 ¢ 

Mr. Youne. 19564 

I am perfectly sure that not more than a third of the total cost of 
what we are proposing here, of $202 million could possibly be absorbed. 

Senator Curtis. Do you think a third of it will be? 

Mr. Youne. It may have to be if we can’t get supplemental appro- 
priations to cover more than two-thirds. 

Senator Curtis. How much are you going to ask for ? 

Mr. Younc. The budget includes a provision for about two-thirds 
of it, $125 million. 

The Cuarrman. How many of your departments have authority 
to continue to spend unused appropriations from month to month ¢ 

Mr. Younc. Yes; but they can use certain funds as I understand it, 
at least in most instances where they have not filled vacant positions, 
for paying this kind of an increase in cost. 

The CHatrman. What happens to that money, then, that say, in 


January, they don't use, where does it go in February or in March, and 
the following months? 


Can you use it? 

Mr. Youn. For salaries? 

The CHairman. For salaries. 

Mr. Youne. As far as I know, you can use them. 

Mr. Barucn. If your budget Will relieve the limitation on the quar- 
terly allotment you can spend the money—— 

The Cuamman. What is that, Mr. Baruch? 

Mr. Barucn. The budget generally divides, as you know, Senator, 
the annual appropriation into quarters. It limits the departments’ 
expenditures to a certain amount per quarter. 

If you saved money in the second quarter of the year and you had 
it in your pocket in January, but to spend it you would run over the 
next quarter’s allotment, you would have to get a special release from 
the Bureau of the Budget to spend that ear ned money, or saved money, 
during the quarter if you would exceed your quarterly allotment. 
Still holding, of course, within the annual figure. 


The CHarrman. It is very much different here in the legislation 
branch. 

If we don’t use all of our appropriations 1 month, we never can 
use it any way in the future. 

Mr. YounG. Maybe you ought to change that. 

The CHarrmMan. I am nctso sure about that. 

Mr. Brawtey. Will this legislation cause a reduction in force by 
Government agencies ? : 

Mr. Younc. Where you are apt to get into difficulty is in your 
smaller agencies of Government. Your larger agencies can find ways 
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and means of absorbing that much of it. When you get into smaller 
agencies you have trouble, because some of the smaller agencies have 
started to run into the red on this year’s appropriations. ‘There, some 
kind of relief would have to be afforded or else they have to go into 
a definite reduction in force. 

Senator Pastore. I don’t think there is any question that when we 

yass this bill we have to appropriate the money for it. Because 
fundamentally, we overappropriate it if we have got the money on 
hand now, and I don’t think that happens at all. 
ought to hassle with that problem too much. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, on that point, I think it has been 
the policy of the Department to absorb at least a portion of it, some 
a greater portion than others, in every pay increase. I would ask 
that the record contain the percentage amounts that these various de 
partments and agencies have taken care of on that basis, that is for 
the record. 

I don’t care for it this morning. But I think it is rather interesting 
to show how much they do absorb. They always do, some. 

Mr. Younc. Would a general statement with an average percent 
figure be sufficient for that ? 

It will vary a great deal by departments. 
Senator Cartson. Yes; percentagewise, on the pay increases sine 
1939. 

Let us see what they have been doing. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


I don't think we 


TABLE 2.—Absorptions of initial costs of civilian pay increase acts, 1946 





ol 
[Figures from Bureau of the Budget, expressed in millions of dollars] 
Classification Act and 
other, excluding post- Postal field service Total 
al field service ! 
Acts Absorption A bsorption A bsorp 
Cost T 456; Cost Cost 
Per- Per- Per 
Amount cent Amount aril Amount aunt 
a Se ee ee ~ —| . im 
1946: Public Law 390, Public 

Law 386, fiscal year 1947 416.4 233.7 56 175. 1 194 1 591. 5 235. 1 40 
1948: Public Law 900, fiscal 

year 1949 307.0 | 233. 0 76 220. 6 4.4 2 527.6 237.4 4 
1949: Public Law 428, Public 

Law 429, fiseal year 1950_. 90.0 57.6 64 64. 0 2.4 4 154.0 60.0 39 
1951: Public Law 201, Public 

Law 204, fiscal year 1952- 434.2 293. 5 68 260. 4 17.2 7 694. 6 310.7 { 

1 These figures include the initial costs of Classification Act increases in the Department of Defense 
follows: 1946, $110 million; 1948, $99.6 million; 1949, $30.1 million; and 1951, $181.3 million. In each tz 
these costs were completely absorbed. 

Notr.—The administration’s and Senator Carlson’s current pay bill, 8S. 774, will carry an initial cost of 
$210.5 million. The 1956 budget recently presented to Congress by the President carries an item of $125 
million net, to apply against this cost. This implies an absorption of $85.5 million during fiscal year 1956, 
or about 41 percent. 


Senator Pastore. Are you familiar with the figures as to the dif- 
ferential in the rise of the cost of living from 1939 to the present 
moment, as compared with the raises that have been granted since 
1939 to the present moment ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, sir; we had a chart here which was shown earlier. 
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Senator Pastore. I mean not an involved thing; just for the pur- 
poses of the record. 

How much has the cost of living gone up and how much in raises, 
percentagewise, have you granted ¢ 

Mr. Youne. This chart, I think, answers your questions. 

The CHatmrMan. Just 1 minute. 

Is Commissioner George Moore, here? 

Mr. Moore. Yes, Mr. C hairman. 

The Cratrman. Do you have a written statement ? 

Mr. Moore. No, sir; I did not. 

The Cuatrman. So you don’t care to testify ? 

Mr. Moore. No, sir. Except to say it is my understanding, and 
Commissioner Lawton can state it, that the Commission unanimously 
supports this proposal and Senator Carlson’s bill. 

The CHarrman. What about Commissioner Lawton ? 

Mr. Youne. He is present. 

Mr. Lawton. I had no further statement to make, except that this 
bill as it stands here is based primarily on the same theory that has 
been used all along on pay act increases, that you go back to some 
former pay act and step off from there. 

If you go back to 1951, the percentage increases in here are greater 
than the cost of livi ing increases since that time. 

Senator Pastore. W ell, it was my impression when Mr. Ramspeck 
testified here the last time that 1939 was a pretty fair standard to 
adopt as a point of beginning because in 1939 it was generally con- 
ceded that the pay was - consonant with the cost of living, and that is 
the reason why they adopted that 1939 year, you see. 

Now, if you take the 1951 figure as compared to the present day, the 
cost of living has only gone up 3 percent. But we have a backlog 

maybe of 12 percent to catch up with. So the differential in my opin- 
ion is about 15 percent as of the moment. And I would like to have 
someone scientifically knock that down. 

Mr. Lawron. Your backlog isn’t a total figure; it is a grade by grade 
figure on that basis, and it varies all over the lot. This would carry 
it | up to the first 3 grades and from there on you depart from your 39 
thing and you depart progressively more as you go up. 

In fact, if you gave it in the grade 18 level, you would be over the 
ceiling you now have. 

Senator Pasrorr. That is because we have been putting these floors 
in the law. 

Mr. Lawton. Floors and ceilings. 

The Cuatrman. As I have brought out many times in the past, you 
should consider “take-home pay.” After all, it’s what a man has to 

take home to his wife and kids that counts in this world, not what he 
should be getting if so and so were not deducted. 

Mr. Lawton. There has been a substantial change in that. 

Mr. Youne. On that point, to maintain the 1939 purchasing power 
today for a grade 15 your rate would have to be $15,432. 

Senator Pasrore. And what is it? 

Mr. Younea. As against $10,800, at the present time. 

Senator Pasrorr. Let us cet down to grade 4 and 5. 

Mr. Youna. All right. 

Grade 4—your rate today necessary to maintain the 1939 pure hasing 
power W ould be $3,472.20, as against the 1954 rate of $3,175. 
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Grade 3—— 

The CuarrmMan. Lest we forget it, do you want to make all this a 
part of the record? 

Mr. Youne. Yes; we can make this table a part of the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


TABLE 3.—Entrance rates for grades 1 to 15 of the general schedule of the Claas 
cation Act of 1949, as amended, and corresponding grades under the Cl 
tion Act of 1923, in 1939 and 1954, with amounts of increase 
to maintain 1939 purchasing power’ 


raaifica 
and rates necessary 


Chanee I 
Increase fro Rate itt to main- 
q é i 139 pur 
Corresponding grade in Present one or maintain | chasing power 
1939 grade 1939 1954 1¥3¥ pur- 
| - ‘ | 
Amount |. : Amount |. . 
SP-2, CAF-1 GS-1 $1, 260 $2? 500 <] 4 m4 9 4 { eno 4 2 ® 
SP-3, CAF-2 GS-2 1, 440 2. l « 
SP-+4, CAF-3 GS-3 1, 620 2 O50 13 & 4 OX ys 
SP-5, CAF-4 Gs-4 1, 800 3, 175 1, 37 5, 470 29 i 
P-1, SP-6, CAF-5 GS-5 2, 000 3, 410 1 4 SAK 4 
SP-7. CAF-6 GS-6 2 300 3 795 1. 49 f 4, 436. 70 O41 
P-2, SP-8, CAF-7 GS-7 2, 600 4, 205 ( f } 810. 40 3 
CAF-8 al GS-8 2, 900 4. 620 1. 720 “9 3 404.10 974.10 | 
p-3, CAF-9 Gs-9 3, 200 5 O60 1 860 | 5S &. 172. & 2 <) 2 () 
CAF-10 : ; GS-10 3. 500 5 500 2 (Wx t ! 1, 2 2.8 
p-4, CAF-11 GS-11 3, 800 5. 940 9 140 | 56.3 7 327) 20 | 1. 300. 2 2 4 
5, CAF-12 GS-12 1, 600 7, 040 2,440 | 53.6 8, 875. 40 1, S35. 4 ie 
P-6, CAF-13 GS-13 5 600 &, 360 2, 760 10,8 1 2.4 9 
P-7, CAF-14 (78-14 6, 500 G9 HOO : 1) 47.7 1? Q ry 
P s, C AF 15 GS-15 — Ss, OOO 10. SOO 2 SK 15. 432. 4 32 00 12 9 
1 The Consumer Price Index (1947-49=100) for 1939 (average) w 59.4 and for N mber 1954 w 114.6 
an increase of 92.9 percent. 
ry ~_ » @ 5 
The CHarrMan. All of it? 
‘ ¥ - 
Senator Cartson. I would suggest that whatever the chairman 


had with him, in addition to his statement, be part of the record. 


The CHarrMan, All right. Mark it exhibit A and put that in. 
There are a lot of things in there. 
(The document identified as “Exhibit A” is as follows:) 


ExHisir A 


UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D.C. 
Hon, RrcHarp M. Nrxon, 
President of the Senate. 

My Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: In accordance with the President’s message of 
January 11, we are submitting for the consideration of the Congress proposed 
legislation to adjust the basic pay scales of Federal employees and to provide 
for improved administration of top-level positions in the Government service. 
There are enclosed: (1) A draft bill; (2) a section analysis of the draft bill; and 
(3) a statement of purpose and justification. 

Basic pay adjustments are essential to correct inequities and deficiencies in 
present salary schedules, and to make pay administration more effective in 
fostering improved recruitment, promotion, and other personnel management 
operations. Classification Act pay schedules must be changed to recognize 
more fully the differences between positions of varying levels, to relieve the 
increasing compression between the lower and higher salaries, and to take into 
account the decline in the real income of many Federal employees. Similar 
adjustments are needed in the pay schedules of the Foreign Service Act, and 
for certain employees in the Department of Medicine and Surgery in the Vet 
erans’ Administration. 
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The proposed pay adjustments for Classification Act personnel will provide 
fair pay for employees in all grades, relieve as far as practicable the existing 
salary compression between the lower and higher salaries, and establish ade- 
quate financial incentives for recruitment, promotion, and increased work ef- 
ficiency. On an overall average, pay rates will be adjusted upward about 5 
percent, with emphasis placed on establishing more meaningful differentials 
between pay scales of successive grades. The adjustments recognize that 
pay for the lower grades generally has kept pace with prevailing rates outside 
the Federal Government while pay in the middle and upper grades has lagged 
behind. 

The recommended changes in the Foreign Service and Veterans’ Administra- 
tion pay scales will provide salary adjustments in line with those provided for 
comparable levels under the Classification Act. 

The proposed legislation also will bring about more effective governmentwide 
management of positions in the top three Classification Act grades. The Classi- 
fication Act sets statutory limits on the number of positions that can be placed 
in grades GS-16, 17, and 18. Without regard to these limits, 19 other statutory 
authorities permit or require the establishment of additional positions in these 
3 highest grades. These limitations and diverse authorizations hamper the 
Government's ability to meet its changing program needs, prevent sound pay 
administration, and handicap the Federal service in recruiting and retaining 
key personnel. 

The proposed bill will remove the Classification Act limits, consolidate all 
other authorities*for grades 16, 17, and 18 positions, and provide a firm basis 
for executive branch administration of this important aspect of Federal personnel 
management. 

The recommended bill is in accord with the program of the President and has 
the full support of the administration. The Civil Service Commission strongly 
urges its early and favorable consideration by the Congress. 

A similar letter is being sent to the Speaker of the House. 

By direction of the Commission. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puri Younse, Chairman. 


PROPOSED LEGISLATION 


A BILL To adjust the rates of basic compensation of certain officers and employees of the 
Federal Government; to authorize the President to establish the maximum number of 
positions under section 505 of the Classification Act ; and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1955.” 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 603 (b) and section 603 (c) of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, are amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The compensation schedule for the General Schedule shali be as follows: 


“Grade Per annum rates 
De ieee 2, 625 $2, 705 2, 785 $2, 865 $2, 945 $3, 025 $3, 105 
ee sa 2, 885 2, 965 3, 045 3, 125 3, 205 3, 285 3, 365 
capiceat iia 3, 100 3, 180 3, 260 3, 340 3, 420 3, 500 3, 580 
Re et: 3, 340 3, 420 3, 500 3, 580 3, 660 3, 740 3, 820 
eee 3, 600 3, 725 3, 850 3, 975 4, 100 4, 225 4, 350 
ie 4, 000 4,125 4, 250 4,375 4, 500 4, 625 4, 750 
ee eee 4, 415 4, 540 4, 665 4, 790 4,915 5, 040 5, 165 
ee as 4, 850 4, 975 5, 100 5, 225 5, 350 5, 475 5, 600 
a 5, 300 5, 425 5, 550 5, 675 5, 800 5, 925 6, 050 

guia. 5, 800 5, 925 6, 050 6,175 6, 300 6, 425 6, 550 

6, 300 6, 500 6, 700 6, 900 7, 100 7, 300 

Baan 7, 500 7, 700 7, 900 8, 100 8, 300 8, 500 

Bed atau 8, 800 9, 000 9, 200 9, 400 9, 600 9, 800 

ica ad 10, 200 10, 400 10, 600 10, 800 11, 000 11, 200 

| 11, 850 12, 100 12, 350 12, 600 

Din ccna 12, 800 13, 000 13, 200 13, 400 13, 600 

Be suai e 13, 800 14, 000 14, 200 14, 400 14, 600 


crates 14, 800 
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“(c) (1) The compensation schedule for the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial 
Schedule shall be as follows: 


“Grade Per annum rates 
TT siamo $1, 885 $1, 945 $2, 005 $2, 065 $2, 125 $2, 185 $2, 245 
, CE 2, 495 2, 565 2, 635 2, 705 2. 773 2, 845 2,915 
eI 2, 625 2, 705 2, 785 2, 865 2, 945 8, 025 3, 105 
Oi ele. 2, 885 2, 965 3, 045 3, 125 3, 205 3, 285 3, 365 
3, 100 3, 180 3, 260 3, 340 8, 420 3. 500 3, 580 
ititl wists 3, 340 3, 420 3, 500 3, 580 3, 660 3, 740 3. 820 
re 3, 600 3, 700 3, 800 3, 900 4, 000 4.100 +, 200 
sa 4, 000 4, 125 4, 250 4, 375 4, 500 4, 625 4, 750 
A ee 4, 415 4, 540 4, 665 4, 790 4,915 5, O40 5, 165 

MS, oa 4, 850 4, 975 5, 100 5, 225 5, 350 5, 475 5, 600 


““(2) Charwomen working part time shall be paid at the rate of $2,775 per 
annum, and head charwomen working part time at the rate of $2,915 per annum.” 

(b)The rates of basic compensation of officers and employees to whom this 
section applies shall be initially adjusted as follows: 

(1) If the officer or employee is receiving basic compensation immediately 
prior to the effective date of this section at one of the scheduled or longevity 
rates of a grade in the General Schedule or the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial 
Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, he shall receive a rate 
of basic compensation at the corresponding scheduled or longevity rate of 
such grade in effect on and after such date; 

(2) If the officer or employee is receiving basic compensation immediately 
prior to the effective date of this section at a rate between two scheduled or 
two longevity rates, or between a scheduled rate and a longevity rate of a 
grade in the General Schedule or the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial Schedule 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, he shall receive a rate of basic 
compensation at the higher of the two corresponding rates of such grade in 
effect on and after such date; 

(3) If the officer or employee is receiving basic compensation immediately 
prior to the effective date of this section at a rate in excess of the maximum 
longevity rate of his grade in the General Schedule or the Crafts, Protective, 
and Custodial Schedule at such time, he shall receive (A) a rate of basic com- 
pensation at the maximum longevity rate of his grade in effect on and after such 
date or (B) his existing rate, whichever is greater, without change in rate 
until (i) he leaves such position, or (ii) he is entitled to receive basic com- 
pensation at a higher rate by reason of the operation of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended; but when such position becomes vacant, the rate of basic 
compensation of any subsequent appointee shall be fixed in accordance with 
such Act, as amended; 

(4) If the officer or employee, immediately prior to the effective date of this 
section, is in a position in grade 16 or 17 of the General Schedule, and is receiv- 
ing a rate of basic compensation in excess of the maximum scheduled rate of his 
grade as provided in this section, he shall continue to receive basic compensa- 
tion without change in rate until (A) he leaves such position, or (B) he is 
entitled to receive basic compensation at a higher rate by reason of the opera- 
tion of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended; but when such position 
becomes vacant, the rate of basic compensation of any subsequent appointee 
shall be fixed in accordance with such Act, as amended. 

(c) Each officer or employee (1) who, with his position has been transferred 
from the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial Schedule or the General Schedule 
to a prevailing rate schedule pursuant to title I of the Act of September 1, 1954 
(Public Law 763, 83d Congress) prior to the effective date of this section, (2) 
who is on such effective date being compensated under such prevailing rate 
schedule, and (3) whose rate of basic compensation is less on the effective date 
of this section than the rate to which he would have been entitled on such 
effective date if such transfer had not occurred (unless he is receiving such 
lesser rate by reason of an adverse personnel action resulting from his own 
fault), shall be paid basic compensation at a rate equal to the rate which he 
would have been receiving on such effective date, including compensation for 
each within-grade and longevity step-increase which he would have earned) 
if such transfer had not occurred until the day immediately following such 
effective date, until (A) he leaves the position which he holds on such effective 
date, or (B) he is entitled to receive basic compensation at a higher rate under 
prevailing rate schedules; but when such position becomes vacant, the rate 








68 SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


of basic compensation of any subsequent appointee thereto shall be fixed in 
accordance with such prevailing rate schedules. 

Sec. 3. (a) Section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 505. (a) No position shall be placed in grade 16 or 17 of the General 
Schedule except by action of, or after prior approval by, the Commission. No 
position shall be placed in or removed from grade 18 of the General Schedule 
except by the President upon recommendation of the Commission. 

“(b) The President is authorized to establish, and to revise the maximum 
number of positions which may be in such grades at any one time. 

“(c) The President shall submit to the Congress, annually a report of the 
number of positions authorized pursuant to paragraph (b).” 

“(d) Positions that may be established under the proviso of section 203 (b) 
(1) of the Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 836), may be in addition to those 
authorized by the foregoing provisions of this section.” 

(b) The following laws and parts of laws and parts of reorganization plans 
are hereby repealed: 

(1) Section 710 (a) of the Defense Production Act of 1950, Public Law 774, 
Slst Congress; 

(2) Tuat portion of section 401 (a) of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, 
Public Law 920, Sist Congress, reading as follows: “and subject to the standards 
and procedures of that Act, to place not more than twenty-two positions in 
grades 16, 17, and 18 of the General Schedule established by that Act, and any 
such positions shall be additional to the number authorized by section 505 of 
that Act ;” 

(3) Section 108 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1951, Public Law 
843, SIst Congress: 

(4) The fourth paragraph under the heading “General Accounting Office” in 
Public Law 137, 82d Congress (65 Stat. 274), as amended by Public Law 455, 
82d Congress (66 Stat. 399), and Public Law 428, 88d Congress reading as 
follows: “The Comptroller General of the United States hereafter is authorized, 
subject to the procedures prescribed by section 505 of the Classification Act of 
1949, but without regard to the numerical limitations contained therein, to place 
five positions in grade GS-15, two positions in grade GS-17, and twelve positions 
in grade GS-16 in the General Schedule established by the Classification Act of 
1949, and such positions shall be in lieu of any positions in the General Account- 
ing Office previously allocated under section 505. The authority granted herein 
shall not be construed to require or preclude the reallocation of any positions 
in the General Accounting Office previously allocated under section 505.” 

(5) That part of the paragraph under the heading “Renegotiation Board” in 
Public Law 254, 82d Congress, reading as follows: “Provided, That the Board 
is authorized, subject to the procedures prescribed by section 505 of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, to place not more than five positions in grades 16, 17, or 
18 of the general schedule established by said Act, and such positions shall be 
in addition to the number authorized by said section.” 

(6) That part of section 606 of Public Law 188, 82d Congress, reading as 
follows: “The Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, United States 
Department of Justice, hereafter is authorized without regard: to section 505 
of the Classification Act of 1949 to place two positions in grade GS-18, and seven 
positions in grade GS-17, in the General Schedule established by the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, and such positions shall be in lieu of any positions in the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation previously allocated under section 505.” 

(7) That part of the paragraph under the heading “Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation” in Public Law 495, 82d Congress, reading as follows: “Provided 
further, That the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation hereafter is 
authorized, without regard to the Classification Act of 1949, to place twenty 
positions in grade GS-16 in the General Schedule established by the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949.” 

(8) Section 806 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954, Public Law 207, 
83d Congress. 

(9) Section 737 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955, 
Public Law 458, 83d Congress. 

(10) That part of the paragraph under the heading “Bureau of the Budget” 
in Public Law 428, 83d Congress, reading as follows: “Provided, That the Bureau 
of the Budget is authorized, without regard to section 505 of the Classification 
Act of 1949, to place two additional positions in grade GS-18 and two addi- 
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tional positions in grade GS-17 of the General Schedule established by said 
Act.” 

(11) That part of the paragraph under the heading “Saint Lawrence Seaway) 
Development Corporation” in Public Law 668, 83d Congress, reading as follows 
“and the Administrator is authorized, subject to the procedures prescribed by 
section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, to place not more than four posi 
tions in grades 16, 17, or 18 of the General Schedule established by said Act 
and such positions shall be in addition to the number authorized by said 
section.” 

(12) That part of the paragraph under the heading “President's Advisory 
Committee on Government Organization” in Public Law 304, 83d Congress, 
reading as follows: “Provided, That the Committee is authorized, without regard 
to section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, to place one position in grade 
GS-17 of the General Schedule established by said Act.” 

(13) That portion of section 602 (a) of the “Agricultural Act of 1954”, 
Public Law 690, 883d Congress, reading as follows: “and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture may place not to exceed eight positions in grade 16 and two in grade 
17 of the General Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, in 
accordance with the standards and procedures of that Act and such positions 
shall be in addition to the number authorized in section 505 of that Act.” 

(14) Section 228 of Title II of the National Housing Act as added by Public 
Law 560, 88d Congress. 

(15) That part of section 3 of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1952, effective 
March 15, 1952, reading as follows: “except that the compensation may be fixed 
without regard to the numerical limitations on positions set forth in se 
tion 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended (5 U. S. C. 1105).” 

(16) That part of section 4 (a) of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, effec 
tive July 1, 1952, reading as follows: “except that the compensation for not 
to exceed fifteen such offices at any one time may be fixed without regard to 
the numerical limitations on positions set forth in section 505 of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949 (5 U. S. C. 1105).” 

(17) That part of section 1 (d) of Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1953, effective 
August 1, 1953, reading as follows: “except that the compensation may be fixed 
without regard to the numerical limitations on positions set forth in section 
505 of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended (5 U. S. C. 1105).” 

(18) That part of section 606 of Public Law 188, 82d Congress, reading as 
follows: “The Secretary of State hereafter is authorized without regard to 
section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949 to place the position of Director, 
Office of Budget and Finance in grade GS-17 in the General Schedule estab- 
lished by the Classification Act of 1949 so long as the position is held by the 
present incumbent.” 

(19) That part of the paragraph under the heading “General Provisions” in 
Chapter XI of Public Law 375, 82d Congress, reading as follows: “shall be placed 
in the highest grade set forth in the general schedule of such Act without regard 
to section 505 (b) of such Act, as amended, and shall be in addition to the 
number of positions authorized to be placed in such grade under such section, 
and”. 

(20) That part of the paragraph under the heading “United States Section, 
Saint Lawrence River Joint Board of Engineers” in Public Law 357, 88d Con- 
gress, reading as follows: “Provided, That, subject to the procedures prescribed 
by section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, but without regard to the numer- 
ical limitations contained therein, one position under the United States section 
of said Joint Board of Engineers may hereafter be placed in grade GS—16 in the 
General Schedule established by that Act.” 

Sec. 4. The Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended. is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 412 of such Act, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 412. (a) There shall be seven classes of Foreign Service officers, inelud 
ing the class of career minister. The per annum salary of a career minister 
shall be $14,800. The per annum salary of Foreign Service officers within each 
of the other classes shall be as follows: 

“Class 1, $13,600, $13,900, $14,200, $14,500, $14,800: 

“Class 2, $11,700, $12,000, $12,300, $12,600, $12,900, $13,200, $13.500: 

“Class 3, $9,600, $9,900, $10,200, $10,500, $10,800, $11,100, 811.400. $11.700: 

“Class 4, $7,400 $7,700, 8.000, $8,300, $8,600, $8.900. $9.200. $9.500 - 

“Class 5, $5,600, $5,800, $6,000, $6,200, $6,400, 86.600, 86.800, S7.000 : 

“Class 6, $4,000, $4,200. $4,400, $4,600, $4,800, $5,000, $5,200, 85.400. 
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“(b) In adjusting initially the rates of basic compensation of officers affected 
by the provisions of this section— 

“(1) Officers receiving basic compensation immediately prior to the 
effective date of this section at one of the scheduled rates provided by section 
412 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended, shall receive basic com- 
pensation on and after the effective date of this section at the corresponding 
scheduled rate as provided by this section, except as provided in paragraph 
(2) of this subsection ; 

“(2) Officers receiving basic compensation immediately prior to the effec- 
tive date of this section at one of the rates provided for class * by section 
412 shall receive adjustments in their basic compensation o nand after the 
effective date of this section in an amount not less than $207 per annum.” 


, 


(b) Section 415 of such Act, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 


“Spc. 415. (a) There shall be twenty-two classes of Foreign Service staff. 


officers and employees, referred to hereafter as staff officers and employees. The 
per annum rates of salary of staff officers and employees within each class shall 
be as follows: 

“Class 1, $10,500, $10,800, $11,100, $11,400, $11,700; 

“Class 2, $9,800, $10,050, $10,300, $10,550, $10,800 ; 

“Class 3, $8,900, $9,150, $9,400, $9,650, $9,900 ; 

“Class 4, $8,150, $8,400, $8,650, $8,900, $9,150; 

“Class 5, $7,500, $7,700, $7,900, $8,100, $8,300, $8,500 ; 

“Class 6, $6,800, $7,000, $7,200, $7,400, $7,600, $7,800 ; 

“Class 7, $6,200, $6,400, $6,600, $6,800, $7,000, 7,200 ; 

“Class 8, $5,550, $5,750, $5,950, $6,150, $6,350, $6,550 ; 

“Class 9, $4,950, $5,150, $5,350, $5,550, $5,750, $5,950 ; 

“Class 10, $4,550, $4,700, $4,850, $5,000, $5,150, 5,300, $5,450: 

“Class 11, $4,120, $4,240, $4,360, $4.480, $4,600, $4,720, $4,840: 

“Class 12, $3,720, $3,840, $3,960, $4,080, $4,200, $4,320, $4,440: 

“Class 13, $3,300, $3,420, $3,540, $3,660, $3,780, $8,900, $4,020 ; 

“Class 14, $2,940, $3,060, $3,180 $3,300, 3,420, $3,540, $3,560 ; 

“Class 15, $2,740, $2,800, $2,860, $2,920, $2,980, $3,040, $3,100; 

“Class 16, $2,550, $2,610, $2,670, $2,730, $2,790, $2,850, $2,910; 

“Class 17, $2,330, $2,390, $2,450, $2,510, $2,570, $2,630, $2,690 ; 

“Class 18, $2,150, $2,210, $2,270, $2,330, $2,390, $2,450, $2.510; 

“Class 19, $1,970, $2,030, $2,090, $2,150, $2,210, $2,270, $2,330; 

“Class 20, $1,790, $1,850, $1,910, $1,970, $2,030, $2,090, $2,150; 

“Class 21, $1,600, $1,660, $1,720, $1,780, $1,840, $1,900, $1,960; 

“Class 22, $1,420, $1,480, $1,540, $1,600, $1,660, $1,720, $1,780. 

“(b) Officers and employees receiving basic compensation immediately prior 
to the effective date of this section at one of the scheduled rates provided by 
section 415 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended, shall receive basic 
compensation on and after the effective date of this section at the correspond- 
ing scheduled rate as provided by this section.” 

Sec. 5. The Act of January 3, 1946 (Public Law 293, 79th Cong.) as amended, 
is amended as follows: 

(a) Subsections 3 (d), (e), and (f) of such Act, as amended (38 U. 8S. G 
15b), are amended to read as follows: 

“(d) Each Assistant Chief Medical Director shall be appointed by the Admin- 
istrator upon the recommendation of the Chief Medical Director and shall be 
paid a salary of $14,800: Provided, That one Assistant Chief Medical Director 
shall be a qualified doctor of dental surgery who shall be directly responsible 
to the Chief Medical Director for the operations of the Dental Service. Not 
to exceed twenty directors of service or chiefs of division, designated by the 
Chief Medical Director, shall, within the limitations otherwise prescribed in 
this Act, be paid a salary of $13,800. 

“(e) The Director and Deputy Director of Nursing Service shall be qualified 
registered nurses, appointed by the Administrator and shall be responsible to 
the Chief Medical Director for the operations of the Nursing Service. During 
the period of her service as such, the Director of Nursing Service shall be paid 
a salary of $11,600 a year and the Deputy Director shall be paid a salary of 
$10,200. 

“(f) The Administrator may appoint a chief pharmacist, a chief dietition, a 
chief physical therapist, and a chief occupational therapist. During the period 
of his service as such, each chief shall be paid a salary of $10,200 a year.” 


(b) Section 7 (a) of such Act, as amended (38 U. S. C. 15f), is amended to 
read as follows: 


“~ 
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“Src. 7. (a) The grades and per annum full-pay ranges for positions provided 
in subsection (a) of section 4 of this Act shall be as follows: 


“MEDICAL SERVICE 


“Chief grade, $11,600 minimum to $12,600 maximum 
“Senior grade, $10,200 minimum to $11,200 maximum. 
“Intermediate grade, $8,800 minimum to $9,800 maximum. 
“Full grade, $7,500 minimum to $8,500 maximum. 
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“Associate grade, $6,300 minimum to $7,300 maximum. 
“Junior grade, $5,800 minimum to $6,550 maximum. 


“DENTAL SERVICE 


“Chief grade, $11,600 minimum to $12,600 maximum. 
“Senior grade, $10,200 minimum to $11,200 maximum. 
“Intermediate grade, $8,800 minimum to $9,800 maximum. 
“Full grade, $7,500 minimum to $8,500 maximum. 
“Associate grade, $6,300 minimum to $7,300 maximum, 
“Junior grade, $5,800 minimum to $6,550 maximum. 


“NURSING SERVICE 


“Assistant Director, $7,500 minimum to $8,500 maximum. 

“Senior grade, $6,300 minimum to $7,300 maximum. 

“Full grade, $5,300 minimum to $6,050 maximum. 

“Associate grade, $4,530 minimum to $5,330 maximum. 

“Junior grade, $3,850 minimum to $4,650 maximum.” 

(c) The proviso in subsection 8 (d) of such Act, as amended (38 U.S.C. 15g), 
is amended to read as follows: 

“Provided, That in no event shall the pay plus the allowance authorized by this 
subsection exceed $13,600 per annum.” 

Sec. 6. Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to decrease the existing 
rate of basic compensation of any present employee, but when his position be 
comes vacant any subsequent appointee to such position shall be compensated in 
accordance with the scale of pay applicable to such position. 

Sec. 7. All laws or parts of laws and parts of reorganization plans inconsistent 
with this Act are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency. 

Sec. 8. This Act shall take effect on the first day of the first pay period which 
begins after the date of its enactment. 


SECTION ANALYSIS OF A BILL 


To adjust the rates of basic compensation of certain officers and employees of 
the Federal Government; to authorize the President to establish the maximum 
number of positions under section 505 of the Classification Act, and for other 
purposes. 

Section 1: Establishes the title of the Act as the “Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1955.” 

Section 2: Subsection (a) sets forth new compensation schedules, the General 
Schedule, the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial Schedule and the new annual, 
full-time rate for part-time charwomen ($2,775) and head charwomen ($2,915). 

In the general schedule the adjustments over present rates range from $125 in 
grade 1 to a maximum of $800 in grades 15, 16, and 17. No change is made in 
the existing single rate of $14,800 in grade 18. Generally, the amount of increase 
progresses with each successive grade, and the dollar spread between entrance 
rates of successive grades has been increased. 

The pay scales for all grades of the crafts, protective, and custodial schedule 
have been adjusted upward. This schedule will be abolished by September 1955 
(pursuant to P. L. 763, 838d Cong.), and all employees placed in either the 
general schedule, or under prevailing rate schedules of their respective agen- 
cies. Therefore, the entrance rates for grades CPC-3 through 10 have been 
adjusted to equate with the entrance rates of the corresponding grades of the 
general schedule under which many such employees subsequently will be com- 
pensated. The adjustments range from $73 in CPC—3 to $285 in CPC-10. Ad- 
justments in grades 1 and 2 of this schedule are $75. Employees now in these 
grades will have additional pay adjustments when placed in GS~—1. 
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In both schedules all present salary rates of a given grade are increased by the 
same dollar amount. The structural form of the existing pay schedule including 
the number of grades, number of pay rates, and amount of within-grade step 
increases are retained. 

Subsection (b) specifies the rules by which existing pay rates are to be auto- 
matically adjusted to the new rates. The salaries of employees now paid at 
standard scheduled or longevity rates of their grades are adjusted to the same 
relative pay step of the new schedules. The salaries of employees now receiving 
compensation between two standard rates of the grade, are adjusted to the next 
higher scheduled or longevity rate for that grade in the new schedule. Employees 
now being paid at a rate above the highest rate of the grade will be paid the 
highest rate of that grade under the new schedule or continue at their present 
salary if that is higher. In the latter case they will continue to receive the 
“out of grade” rate as long as they remain in the same position or until entitled 
to a higher rate of basic compensation by reason of operation of the Classifica- 
tion Act. 

Subsection (c) relates to employees transferred with their positions from the 
CPC schedule or the general schedule to a prevailing rate schedule pursuant to 
Public Law 763, 83d Congress. Such transfers will be completed on or about 
September 1, 1955; some such changes have already taken place. The effect of 
this subsection is to give those employees already transferred the same monetary 
benefits they would have received had the transfer not taken place prior to the 
effective date of this act. 

Section 3, subsection (a) amends section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

The new section 505 continues the present requirements that (1) no position 
shall be placed in grades GS-16 or 17 of the general schedule except by action 
of the Civil Service Commission, and (2) no position shall be placed in or re- 
moved from grade GS-18 except by the President upon recommendation of the 
Commission. 

The revised language eliminates the existing statutory limitations on the total 
number of positions authorized to be placed in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18, 
and the statutory limitations on the numbers authorized to be placed in each 
of these grades at any one time. 

Under the new section the President is authorized to establish and revise 
the maximum number of positions which may be in grades GS-16, 17, and 18 at 
any one time. This administrative authority replaces the previous statutory 
limitations, and is intended to permit the President to authorize the necessary 
number and grades of positions when and where required to meet Government 
needs. 

The President is directed to submit to the Congress an annual report on the 
number of positions authorized under this authority. 

The new language continues the present provision of section 505 of the Classi- 
fication Act that positions of senior specialists in the Legislative Reference Serv- 
ice of the Library of Congress which may be established under the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 may be in addition to those authorized by the other 
provisions of section 505. This means that these positions may be placed in 
grades GS-16, 17, or 18 regardless of the number of positions in such grades 
which may be authorized by the President. 

Section 3, subsection (b) repeals all other laws, parts of laws, and parts of 
reorganization plans which presently authorize the placement of positions in 
grades GS-16, 17, and 18. 

Section 4: This section amends the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended, 
by improving and adjusting the compensation schedules for Foreign Service 
officers and Foreign Service staff officers and employees. The new schedules 
simplify and smooth out the salary steps within the various classes and provide 
salary adjustments generally in line with those provided for comparable levels 
under the Classification Act. No salary rate is increased above $14,800. 

Subsection (a) sets forth new pay schedules for the 7 classes of Foreign Serv- 
ice officers, including the class of Career Minister. Increases range from $207 
in class 6 to a maximum of $800 in the first rate of class 1. The salary of the 
Career Minister is increased $500 from $14,300 to $14,800 per year. The step 
rates of existing schedules vary considerably within certain classes and in order 
to establish increments of equal value, the dollar adjustment under the new 
schedule likewise varies. For example in class FSO-2 the differences between 
rates are $20, $150, and $350. New schedules for this class provide increments 
uniformity of $300. Conversion rules are also contained in this subsection. 
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Subsection (b) sets forth the new Foreign Service Staff schedule pay-adjust 
ments range from $70 in FSS—22, the lowest class, to a maximum of S000 for 
a single rate in FSS-2. Class FSS-16, which is roughly comparable to GS-1 
of the Classification Act, is increased $120. Dollar adjustments vary within 
given classes so as to provide more equitable pay relatiouships both within a class 
and between classes. The number of classes in both schedules is the same as 
eurrently provided by statute. 

Section 5: This section sets forth new pay schedules for physicians, dentists, 
nurses, and certain other employees in the Department of Medicine and Surgery, 
Veterans’ Administration, whose compensation is fixed under Public Law 205, 
79th Congress. In general, adjustments in schedules would provide salary ad 
justments in line with those provided for comparable levels under the Classifi- 
cation Act. No salary rate is increased above 514,800. 

Subsection (a) provides flat rates for 36 positions in special categories as 
provided in current legislation. A single rate of $14,800 is established for As 
sistant Chief Medical Directors and a single rate of $13,800 for directors of 
service or chiefs of division. The pay of the Director and Deputy Director of 
Nursing Service is adjusted to $11,600 and $10,200, respectively. The pay rates 
of five other top positions, specifically identified in the current and proposed 
legislation, as the chief pharmacist, chief dietitian, chief physical therapist, and 
chief occupational therapist are increased to $10,200 per annum. 

Subsection (b) sets forth new per annum full-pay ranges for the Medical 
Service, the Dental Service, and the Nursing Service. Increases range from 
$110 for junior grade nurses to a maximum of $800 for the chief grade in the 
Medical and Dental Services. 

Subsection (c) increases the statutory limitations on base pay plus specialty 
allowance from $12,800 to $13,600. Present legislation authorizes the Chief 
Medical Director to rate any doctor as a medical or surgical specialist, and 
upon attaining such a rating the doctor is entitled to the specialty allowance 

Section 6 is a general overall savings provision. It provides that nothing 
contained in the act shall be construed to decrease the existing rate of basie 
compensation of any present employee. However, when he vacates his position, 
the compensation of any subsequent appointee to such position will be fixed in 
accordance with the regular scale of pay applicable to such position. 

Section 7 is a general repealer to remove any possible statutory inconsistencies. 

Section 8 establishes the effective date of the act as the first day of the first 
pay period which begins after the date of its enactment. 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND JUSTIFICATION FOR A BILL To AbJUST THE RATES OF 
Bastc COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT; To AUTHORIZE THE PRESIDENT To ESTABLISH THE MAaxIMUM 
NUMBER OF POSITIONS UNDER SECTION 505 OF THE CLASSIFICATION ACT, AND FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES 


REVISION OF PAY SCHEDULES 
Purpose 


This proposal is to adjust the statutory pay schedules of (1) the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended; (2) the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended: and 
(3) the act of January 3, 1946 (Public Law 293, 79th Cong.), as amended, cover 
ing certain employees in the Department of Medicine and Surgery, Veterans’ 
Administration. 

The purpose of these adjustments is to correct, as far as practicable, the in 
equities and deficiencies in the current pay schedules. This will provide a 
more realistic and fair pay base for Federal personnel. It will also provide 
greater incentives for attracting and retaining quality personnel in the Federal 
service. In order to achieve these purposes, the proposed bill is designed 

(1) To recognize more fully the differences between the duties and 
responsibilities of positions of varying levels. 

(2) To relieve the increasing compression between the lower and higher 
salaries which has taken place since 1939. ; 

(3) To take into account the decline in the real income of many Federal 


employees. 
Justification 
The Classification Act applies to approximately 1 million employees. It is 
intended to provide a sound and fair basis for pay administration. It is 


intended to give appropriate pay recognition to the employee as he moves to 
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higher positions on the basis of increased knowledge, ability, and experience, 
and as his capacity for accepting heavier responsibilities develops. 

The pay schedules of the Classification Act are based upon the policy, stated 
by the Congress in that act that (1) equal pay shall be provided for substantially 
equal work, and (2) variations in the rates of basic compensation shall be in 
proportion to substantial differences in the difficulty, responsibility, and quali- 
fication requirements of the work. 

Salary increases in the past years, which have been disproportionately greater 
in the lower-grade levels, have compressed the rates of pay for the middle 
grades so close together that they do not, as Congress originally intended, foster 
effectively the administration of recruitment, promotion, and other phases of 
personnel work. The pay differential between a lower and a higher job should 
be commensurate with the differences in responsibility between these jobs. There 
should be adequate financial incentive to encourage an employee to aspire to, 
and work for, a higher job involving new and greater responsibilities.. The 
proposed schedules will afford a general improvement in this respect. 

The proposal relieves as far as practicable the increasing compression between 
the lower and higher salaries which has taken place since 1939. However, 
until such time as congressional action is taken to increase judicial and congres- 
sional salaries, no recommendation is made to increase the $14,800 rate of 
GS-18, the highest rate of the Classification Act. Since no change is proposed 
at this time in the ceiling rate ($14,800) and a $125 adjustment is provided for 
GS-1, the overall compression between the lowest and the very highest rate 
is therefore increased rather than lessened. 

New rates are proposed for both the general schedule and the crafts, protec- 
tive, and custodial schedule. Upward adjustments in pay rates are made for 
each grade (except for the ceiling pay rate of $14,800). Emphasis is placed 
upon a greater and more meaningful differential between pay rates of succes- 
sive grades. The proposal recognizes the fact that, in general, compensation 
rates in the lower grades of the Classification Act are fairly well in line with 
those prevailing outside the Federal Government while rates in the middle and 
upper grades have lagged behind. 

The crafts, protective, and custodial schedule will be abolished on or about 
September 1, 1955, and by that time all employees paid under that schedule 
will either be placed in the general schedule or be paid on the basis of prevailing 
wage rates. Therefore, adjustments which are proposed in the crafts, protective, 
and custodial schedule, except for CPC-1 and CPC-2, will bring the pay of 
CPC employees to the same level as that provided for the grades of the general 
schedule to which they will move. Employees in CPC—1 and CPC-2 will receive 
grade GS—1 pay when they are transferred to the general schedule. (The move- 
ment of employees from CPC to the general schedule must be completed on or 
about March 1, 1955.) 

The structural form of the existing schedules is maintained. No changes are 
made in the number of grades, the number of rates within each grade or the 
amount of within-grade step increases. All salary rates of a given grade are 
increased by the same amount. There are no decreases in current rates. 

Adjustments in the general schedule range from $125 to $800 per year and in 
the CPC schedule, from $73 to $285 per year. The overall average increase would 
be about $205 per year or slightly less than 5 percent. Based on Classification 
Act population as of June 30, 1954, the estimated cost for the first year would 
be approximately $202 million. Of this cost about 45.5 percent results from 
additional pay proposed for the lowest 5 grades; only 4.5 percent will result 
from additional pay proposed for the highest 5 grades. 

The proposals for adjusting the pay schedules of the Foreign Service Act of 
1946, as amended, and those of Public Law 293, 79th Congress, as amended, 
applying to employees in the Department of Medicine and Surgery in the Veterans’ 
Administration in general parallel the dollar amounts of pay adjustments pro- 
vided for Classification Act employees at comparable levels. No salarfes are 

adjusted to rates higher than $14,800. The percentage increase in costs in the 
case of the Foreign Service pay schedules is about 5 percent and is about 4.4 per- 
cent for the schedules of Public Law 293. 

There are approximately 29,700 full-time employees paid under these sched- 
ules. The cost for the first year is estimated as $8,500,000. 

The overall total for adjusting these schedules and those of the Classification 
Act would be approximately $210,500,000. 
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POSITIONS IN GRADES GS—16, GS-17, AND GS-18 
Purpose 


1. To remove the Classification Act limit on the total number of positions in 
grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. 

2. To remove the Classification Act limits on the number of positions allowed 
in each of these grades. 
3. To authorize the President to establish and revise the maximum number 
of positions allowed in these grades at any one time. 

4. To consolidate all existing statutory authorizations for grades GS-16, GS-17, 
and GS-18 positions in the executive branch. 

5. To provide for an annual Presidential report to Congress on the authoriza- 
tion of grades GS—16, GS-17, and GS-18 positions in the executive branch. 


Justification 


The Classification Act of 1949, as amended, sets a ceiling of 550 on the total 
number of positions that can be placed in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. The 
Classification Act also specifies that of this total number, 35 positions can be 
placed in grades GS-18, 115 in GS-17, and 400 in GS-16. 

Without regard to these limits, 19 other statutory authorities permit or 
require the establishment of 583 additional positions in the top 3 Classifica- 
tion Act grades. Some of these authorities terminate as of given dates 
are permanent; some require Civil Service Commission approval—some do not; 
some can be used generally in Government—some are limited to specific agencies 
or functional activities. Some agencies do not currently need or use all the 
authorizations for top positions specifically given them by statute in the past; 
yet other agencies urgently need authority to fill top jobs but no spaces in the 
grades needed exist under the general authorities available to the entire execu- 
tive branch. 

No single committee of Congress or any one agency in the executive branch 
has the responsibility for determining the need for and authorizing positions in 
grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. The executive branch continues to submit 
requests to Congress for piecemeal legislation to meet changing needs for addi- 
tional top-level jobs. The Congress, in turn, through the consideration of such 
legislation by many committees and subcommittees, is denied any coordinated 
review of existing and newly requested authorizations. 

This situation has forced the use of rigid statutory controls rather than ef- 
fective administration in managing the numbers, kinds, and location of top- 
level positions in the executive branch. This has seriously hampered the execu- 
tive branch in achieving effective personnel administration. Many key positions 
which warrant classification above grade GS-15 cannot be placed in the correct 
grade because of the present limitations on the total number of positions allowed 
above that level. The limit on numbers in each grade of GS—15 also impairs 
correct job classification and sound pay administration. This has resulted in the 
inability of the Government to bring into and keep in the Federal service the 
high-level competency needed to carry on its important and complex activities. 

In summary then, the present situation (@) hampers the Government’s ability 
to meet its changing program needs, (b) prevents sound pay administration, and 
(c) handicaps the Federal service in recruiting and retaining top-level personnel. 

The proposed legislation is designed to provide a firm basis for sound ad- 
ministration and effective congressional and executive branch management 
control. It would replace the present complex array of differing authorities with 
a single law. 

Under this proposed law the President would be able to authorize GS-16, 
GS-17, and GS-18 positions in all agencies in accordance with the changing 
needs of governmental programs. The Civil Service Commission would be 
responsible for insuring that top-level positions are properly paid in accordance 
with the provisions of the Classification Act. 

This system for management of top Classification Act positions will greatly 
improve Government administration— 

1. Congress will be able to look to one office in the executive branch— 
the Presidency—for effective administration and control of this important 
phase of personnel management. Congress will be further assisted in its 
review of administration under the law by the proposed annual report of 


the President. 
2. By providing a consistent statutory authority, with means for effective 


management, the proposal will permit coordinated executive branch action 
with respect to top-level positions. 


some 
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3. The proposal will improve pay administration by permitting the timely 


assignment of proper pay rates to top-level positions as they are set up or 
changed to meet changing program needs. 

4. The need for continuing legislative action to authorize additional top 
positions as they are required for individual agencies and programs will be 
eliminated. 

5. The Federal service will be better able to attract and retain qualified 
top-level personnel in critical activities. 

A recent survey shows that a relatively small increase in the total authoriza- 
tions is needed to meet current requirements for top-grade positions. Redistribu- 
tion of the existing number of authorized positions and flexibile administration 
will meet most of the immediate needs. 

It is estimated that approximately 150 more positions will be established un- 
der the proposed authority in the near future. The additional annual cost to the 
Government is estimated at $275,000. 


Analysis of present schedules—Classification Act of 1949, as amended 


GENERAL SCHEDULE 
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| seneduted rates | stepinereses | §tradtetween min- | progression 

Grade | | of mini- 
. ese — aoe mum rates, 

| Minimum | Maximum | Number Amount Amount Percent amount 

—_——. | — — — — - —-+—— - — | 

1. $2, 500 $2, 980 6 $80 $480 2 ho. 
2. ; vial 2, 750 | 3, 230 | 6 80 480 17.5 | $250 
3. | 2, 950 3, 430 | 6 80 480 16.3 200 
4. | 3, 175 3, 655 6 80 480 | 15. 1 225 
5. 3, 410 4,160 | 6 125 750 22.0 235 
6- | 3, 795 4,545 | 6 125 750 19.8 385 
= 4, 205 4, 955 6 125 750 17.8 410 
8. 4, 620 5, 370 6 125 750 16.2 415 
9. | 5, 060 5, 810 | 6 125 750 14.8 | 440 
10 5, 500 6, 250 | 6 125 750 | 13.7 440 
11 5,940 | 6, 940 | 5 200 1, 000 16.8 440 
12 7,040 8, 040 5 200 1, 000 14.2 1, 100 
13... &, 360 9, 360 5 200 1, 000 12.0 | 1, 320 
14 9, 600 10, 600 | 5 | 200 1, 000 10. 4 | 1, 240 
15 10, 800 11, 800 4 250 1, 000 9.3 1, 200 
16 wits 12, 000 12, 800 | 4 200 800 6.7 1, 200 
is 13, 000 | 13, 800 | 4 200 | 800 6.2 1, 000 
18 14, 800 | 14, 800 SS sili ts alam emtan NE Sani hades 1, 800 
CRAFTS, PROTECTIVE, AND CUSTODIAL SCHEDULE 

& $1, 810 $2, 170 | 6 $60 $360 i poe 
2. 2, 420 2, 840 6 | 70 | 420 17.4 $610 
3. 2, 552 3, 032 6 80 480 | 18.8 132 
4. 2, 750 3, 230 6 | 80 480 17.5 198 
5. 2, 974 3, 454 6 | 80 | 480 | 16. 1 224 
Biss r 3, 200 | 3, 680 6 | 80 | 480 | 15.0 | 226 
. : 3, 435 | 4, 035 | 6 | 100 | 600 | 17.5 | 235 
- 3, 740 4, 490 6 125 750 | 20.1 305 
9. 4, 150 4, 900 6 | 125 750 | 18.1 | 410 
10 sy 4.565 | 5.315 6 | 125 | 750 | 16.4 | 415 
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Analysis of proposed schedules Classification Act of 1949 ask amended 


GENERAL SCHEDULI 


Present Proposed 
= r ry 
- -~ FY 


Minimum | Maximum | Minimum | Maximun An 


i Res $2, 500 $2, 980 $2, 625 $3, 105 $12 ) < ’ 
Bs 2,750 3, 230 2, 885 3, BHF 13 4.9 11.8 g 
ak a 2, 950 3, 430 3, 100 3. 580 1M) | 27. 246. 300 
Sikes 3, 175 3, 655 3, 340 3, 820 16s ». 2 21, 871, & 240 
. 3, 410 4, 160 3, 600 4, 350 190 5 ¢ 7, 783, 620 i) 
i 3, 795 . 545 4, 000 4,750 5 { 7. 520.8 0) 
: sf 4, 205 4,955 4.415 5. 165 210 § 642. O60 4 
: 8 4, 620 5, 370 4, 850 », 600 234 ) 4, O56, OM 435 
j 9_. 5, 060 5, 810 5, 300 6, 050 240 4.7 | 18. 837. 600 1) 
: he ite 5, 500 6, 250 5, 800 6, 550 30M F 4 4 200 ray) 
: ll. 5, 940 6, 940 6, 300 7, 300 360 6.1 18, 027. 720 “MN 
; =. 7,040 8, 040 7, 500 8, 500 i 6.5 16, 528. 720 1. 200 
j 13_. 8, 360 ¥, 360 &, 800 9, 800 1K) ; 9, 570, RRO 1. 300 
14 9, 600 10, 600 10, 200 11, 200 600 6.3 5, 234, 200 1 a0 
Bhs we 10, 800 11, 800 11, 600 12, 600 800) 7.4 3, 240, 0 1, 400 
' DiGaten 2, 000 12, 800 12, 800 13, 600 SK) 6.7 373. 600 1. 4 
fT... 13, 000 13, 800 13, 800 14, 600 800 6.2 $3. 20K 1. 000 
} ee 14, 800 | 14, 800 14, 800 14, 800 0 0 0 1, 000 
‘ | 
; 
CRAFTS, PROTECTIVE, AND CUSTODIAL SCHEDULE 
4 —_ —— - — 
a $1, 810 $2, 170 $1, 885 $2, 245 $75 4.1 8 | 
Roce 2, 420 | 2, 840 2, 495 2,915 75 3.1 1, 868, 325 $610 
Daawees 2, 552 3, 032 2, 625 3, 105 73 2.9 1, 603, 445 130 
itinienn dnd 2, 750 3, 230 2, 885 3, 365 13. 4.9 1, 717, 470 20) 
ie 2, 974 3, 454 3, 100 3, SSO 126 4.2 1, 552, 446 215 
6 3 3, 200 3, 680 3, 340 3, 820 140 4.4 2, 645, 160 24 
Fak 3, 435 4, 035 3, 600 4, 200 165 4.8 1, 603, 635 20) 
ae 3, 740 4,490 | 4, 000 4,750 260 7.0 1, 319. 500 400 
We ciun 4, 150 | 4, 900 4,415 5, 165 265 6.4 452, 425 $15 
Ria 4, 565 5,315 | 4, 850 5, 600 285 6. 2 409, 260 435 
! 
; 1 Each rate of the respective grade increased by same dollar amount. GS-18, single rate of $14,800, 
\ unchanged. 
; Note.—Cost estimate (GS and CPC), $202,085,141. Percentage increase, 4.9. Average increase, $205.57. 
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Present and proposed pay scales of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended 


[The top line opposite each grade number shows the rates currently in effect. The second line shows the 


amount of increase and proposed rates] 











Amount 
Grade of General schedule basic pay rates 
increase 
ees oe | $2,500 $2, 580 $2,740 $2,820 $2,900 $2,980 
$125 | 2,625 2, 705 2, 865 2, 945 3, 025 3, 105 
iti sa a incensishiaieatind —— ” | 2,750 2, 830 2, 990 3, 070 3, 150 3, 230 
135 | 2, 885 2, 965 3, 125 3, 205 3, 285 3, 365 
sees eR Join | 2,950 3, 030 3, 190 3, 270 3, 350 3, 430 
150 | 3,100 3, 180 3, 340 3, 420 3, 500 3, 580 
Didi itsivcnante sincera iinipietraaae ak | 3,175 3, 255 3, 415 3, 495 3, 575 3, 655 
165 | 3,340 3, 420 3, 580 3, 660 3, 740 3, 820 
5. 3, 410 3, 535 3, 785 3, 910 4, 035 4, 160 
190 3, 600 3, 725 3,975 4, 100 4, 225 4, 350 
6 | 3,795 3, 920 4,170 4, 295 4, 420 4, 545 
205 | 4,000 4,125 4, 375 4, 500 4, 625 4, 750 
ee. See a ee | 4,205 4, 330 4, 580 4,705 4, 830 4,955 
210 | 4,415 4, 540 4,790 4,915 5, 040 5, 165 
8 ee ee .--| 4,620 4,745 4,995 5, 120 5, 245 5,370 
230 | 4,850 4,975 5, 225 5, 350 5, 475 5, 600 
ae Jeu is a _| 5,060 5, 185 5, 435 560 5, 685 5,810 
240 | 5,300 5, 425 5, 675 5, 800 5, 925 6, 050 
RG eich cana sieebianné 5, 500 5, 625 5, 875 6, 000 6, 125 6, 250 
300 | 5,800 5, 925 6,175 6, 300 6, 425 6, 550 
11 2 enka eae 2 _| 5,940 6, 120 6, 540 6, 740 6, 940 
350 | 6,300 6, 500 6, 900 7, 100 7, 300 
12 “ . a “ -| 7,040 7, 240 7, 640 7, 840 8, 040 
460 7, 500 7, 700 8, 100 &, 300 8, 500 
a i site 8, 360 8, 560 8, 960 9, 160 9, 360 
440 | 8,800 9, 000 9, 400 9, 600 9, 800 
ising icinccedainda aia n és 9, 600 9, 800 10, 000 10, 200 10, 400 10, 600 
600 | 10, 200 10, 400 10, 600 10, 800 11, 000 11, 200 
Diiene cued nace abiok en .| 10, 800 11, 050 11, 300 11, 550 11, 800 
800 | 11, 600 11, 850 12, 100 12, 350 12, 600 
Fs. ee .| 12,000 12, 200 12, 400 12, 600 12, 800 
800 | 12, 800 13, 000 13, 200 13, 400 13, 600 
17 : : 13, 000 13, 200 13, 400 13, 600 13, 800 
800 | 13, 800 14, 000 14, 200 14, 400 14, 600 
iccenk és <5 14, 800 


None | 14, 800 (single rate only) 


Present and proposed pay scales of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended 


[The top line opposite each grade number shows the rates currently in effect. The second line shows the 
amount of increase and proposed rates.] 


Amount | 





Grade of inorease Crafts, protective, and custodial schedule, basic pay rates 

eee - eS | $1,810 $1, 87( $1, 930 $1, 990 $2, 050 $2,110 $2, 170 
$75 | 1,885 1, 945 2, 005 2, 065 2, 125 2, 185 2, 245 

_aaF ‘ | 2,420 2, 490 2, 560 2, 630 2, 700 2,770 2, 840 
75 | 2,495 2, 565 2, 635 2, 705 2,775 2, 845 2,915 

Dune 4 2, 552 2, 632 2,712 2, 792 2, 872 2, 952 3, 032 
73 2, 625 2, 705 2, 785 2, 865 2, 945 3, 025 3, 105 

Bares : 4 7 | 2,750 2, 830 2,910 2, 990 3,070 3, 150 3, 230 
135 | 2,885 2, 965 3,045 3, 125 3, 205 3, 285 3, 365 

Dawacn 2,974 3, 054 3, 134 3, 214 3, 204 3, 374 3, 454 
126 | 3,100 3, 180 3, 260 3,340 3, 420 3, 500 3, 580 

i 3, 200 3, 280 3, 360 3, 440 3, 520 3, 600 3, 680 
140 | 3,340 3, 420 3, 500 3, 580 3, 660 3, 740 3, 820 

Dicens 3, 435 3, 535 3, 635 3, 735 3, 835 3, 935 4,035 
165 | 3,600 3, 700 3, 800 3, 900 4, 000 4,100 4, 200 

ae ‘ - 9 | 3,740 3, 865 3, 990 4,115 4, 240 4, 365 4, 490 
260 4, 000 4,125 4, 250 4, 375 4, 500 4,625 4,750 

atti ca —— 4, 150 4,275 4, 400 4, 525 4, 650 4,775 4, 900 
265 | 4,415 4, 540 4, 665 4,790 4,915 5, 040 5, 165 

RS = 4, 565 4, 690 4,815 4, 940 5, 065 5, 190 5, 315 
285 | 4,850 4,975 5100 5,225 5,350 5,475 5, 600 
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UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, WASHINGTON 25, D.C 


STATUTES AUTHORIZING POSITIONS IN GRADES 16, 17, AND 1S OF THE GENERAL 
SCHEDULE OF THE CLASSIFICATION AcT OF 1949, AS AMENDED 


STATUTES REQUIRING CLASSIFICATION APPROVAL BY THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Classification Act of 1949, as amended 

Section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949 (Public Law 429, Sist Cong.), as 
amended, provides that at any one time there shall not be more than 400 positions 
in grade 16 of the general schedule (GS), not more than 115 positions in grade 
GS-17, and not more than 35 positions in grade GS-18. No position may be 
placed in grade 16 or 17 of the general schedule except by action of the Civil 
Service Commission. No position may be placed in or removed from grade GS-18 
except by the President upon recommendation of the Civil Service Commission. 
(By Executive Order 10530, May 10, 1954, the Chairman of the Civil Service 
Commission was designated and empowered to exercise this authority of the 
President except in the case of positions in the Commission’s own organization. ) 

These numerical limitations do not apply (1) to certain positions in the 
Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress; and (2) to positions allocated 
to grades 16, 17, and 18 of the general schedule of the Classification Act, as 
amended, pursuant to provisions of law (other than the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended) and reorganization plans in effect prior to September 1, 1954. 
Fringe Benefits Act of 1954 

Section 101 (a) of Public Law 763, 83d Congress, which amended section 505 
of the Classification Act, provides that positions of senior specialists in the Legis 
lative Reference Service, Library of Congress, may be in addition to the positions 
authorized by section 505. Under section 208 (b) (1) of the Legislative Re- 
organization Act these positions are allocable to not less “than the highest grade 
in the executive branch of the Government to which research analysts and con 
sultants without supervisory responsibility are currently assigned.” 


Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended and extended 


Section 710 (a) of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (Public Law 774, Sist 
Cong.), as amended and extended, authorizes the President to place positions 
and employ persons temporarily in grades 16, 17, and 18 of the general schedule. 
Such positions are in addition to the number authorized by section 505 of the 
Classification Act. Executive Orders 10161 and 10200 authorized agencies hav- 
ing functions under the Defense Production Act to submit requests to the Chair- 
man of the Civil Service Commission for the classification of positions in grades 
GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18, in accordance with the standards and procedures of 
the Classification Act of 1949. On June 30, 1953, the President limited to 160 the 
number of positions that may be placed in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18 
under this act. The authority contained in section 710 (a) will terminate on 
June 30, 1955. 

Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 

Section 401 of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (Public Law 920, Sist 
Cong.) provides that 22 positions may be placed in GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18, 
in accordance with the standards and procedures of the Classification Act of 
1949. Such positions are in addition to the number authorized by section 505 of 
the Classification Act. 

Independent Offices Appropriation Acts, 1952, 1958, and 1955 

Public Law 137, 82d Congress, provides that the Comptroller General may 
place 2 positions in grade GS-18, 2 in GS-17, and 7 in GS-16, in accordance with 
the procedures prescribed by section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, but 
without regard to the numerical limitations in that section. These were in lieu 
of the positions in such grades at that time. 

Public Law 455, 82d Congress (Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1953), 
amended the language of Public Law 137 to provide 4 GS—18’s instead of 
and 13 GS—16’s instead of 7. 

The language of the above acts was further amended by Public Law 428, 88d 
Congress (Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1955) to provide 5 GS—18’s 
instead of 4, and 12 GS—16’s instead of 13. 











80 SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952 

Public Law 254, 82d Congress, authorizes the Renegotiation Board, subject to 
the procedures prescribed by section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, to 
place not more than 5 positions in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. Such 
positions are in addition to the number authorized by section 505 of the 
Classification Act of 1949. 


Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1952 


Section 2 of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1952 established in the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue 3 offices of Assistant Commissioner of Internal Revenue, not 
to exceed 25 offices of district commissioner of internal revenue, and not to 
exceed 70 offices with such title or titles as the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
determine. Section 3 of the plan provides that the compensation for these posi- 
tions shall be fixed pursuant to classification laws but without regard to the nu- 
merical limitation in section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949. 


Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 


Section 4 of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 provides that the compensation 
for not to exceed 15 positions in the Government of the District of Columbia may 
be fixed without regard to the numerical limitations set forth in section 505 of 
the Classification Act of 1949. 


Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1953 


Section 1 (d) of Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1953 authorizes the compensation 
of 15 positions in the United States Information Agency, pursuant to the classi- 
fication laws but without regard to the numerical limitations set forth in sec 
tion 505 of the Classification Act of 1949. 


Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1951 

Section 108 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1951 (Public Law 843, 
Sist Cong.), provides that the President may authorize additional positions in 
GS-16, 17, and 18, not to exceed “one-third of each grade now employed,” in 
the Department of Defense, in accordance with the procedures and standards of 
the Classification Act of 1949. Under this provision, the President authorized 
26 additional positions (1 in GS-18, 5 in GS-17, and 20 in GS-16). 


Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954 


Section 806 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954 (Public Law 207, 83d 
Cong.), provides that the President “to the extent he deems it necessary and 
appropriate in the interest of national defense’? may authorize placing positions 
in the Department of Defense temporarily in grades GS—16, GS-17, and GS-18, 
in accordance with the standards and procedures of the Classification Act. This 
authority is restricted in that the total number of such positions in the Depart- 
ment cannot be increased beyond 180. On September 4, 1953, the President 
authorized the additional positions. 


Department of Defense Appropriataion Act, 1955 

Section 737 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955 (Public Law 
458, 83d Congress), provides that “the President, to the extent he deems it nec- 
essary and appropriate in the interest of national defense, may authorize posi- 
tions in the Department of Defense to be placed temporarily in grades 16, 17, 
and 18 of the general schedule of the Classification Act of 1949 in accordance 
with the procedures and standards of that Act, and such positions shall be 
additional to the number authorized by section 505 of that Act. Under authority 
herein, grades 16, 17, and 18 in the Department of Defense may be incréased only 
to the extent that the total of such grades in the Department of Defense shall 


not exceed two hundred.” The President authorized the additional positions on 
August 2, 1954. 


Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954 
Public Law 357, 83d Congress, provides that subject to the procedures of 
the Classification Act of 1949, but without regard to the numerical limitations, 


one position in the United States Section, Saint Lawrence River, Board of Engi- 
neers may be placed in grade GS*16 of the general schedule. 


Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1955 


Public Law 663, 83d Congress, provides that not more than four positions in 
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation may be placed in grades 
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16, 17, or 18 of the general schedule subject to the standards and procedures ¢ 
the Classification Act, but in addition to the number authorized by 
505 of that act. 


section 


igricultural Act of 1954 
Section 602 (a) of the Agricultural Act of 1954, Public Law 690, S8d Congre 


authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to place 8 positions in grade 16 and 2 in 
grade 17 of the general schedule in accordance with the standards and pro 
cedures of the Classification Act. These positions are in addition to the number 
authorized by section 505 of that act. 


<—S 


STATUTES NOT REQUIRING CLASSIFICATION APPROVAL BY THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


State, Justice, Commerce, and the Judiciary Appropriation Acts, 1952 and 1958 


Section 606 of Public Law 188, 82d Congress, authorizes the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, without regard to section 505 of the Classi- 
tication Act of 1949, to place 2 positions in grade GS-18, and 7 positions in 
grade GS-17. Such positions are in lieu of any positions in the FBI pre 
viously allocated under section 505 of the Classification Act. Section 201 of 
Public Law 495, 82d Congress, authorizes the Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to place 20 positions in GS-16 without regard to the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949. 

Section 606 of Public Law 188 authorizes the Secretary of State to place the 
position of Director, Office of Budget and Finance in grade GS-17, without 
regard to section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, so long as this position 
is occupied by the present incumbent. 


Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952 


Public Law 375, 82d Congress, provides that the position of Administrative 
Assistant Secretary in the Departments of Treasury, Interior, and Labor, and 
Administrative Assistant Attorney General in the Department of Justice, estab- 
lished by Reorganization Plans 26, 3, 6, and 2 of 1950 respectively, shall be 
placed in the highest grade of the general schedule of the Classification Act 
of 1949 without regard to section 505 (b), and shall be in addition to the 
number of positions authorized to be placed in such grade under that section. 


Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 
Section 3 of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 establishes the position of 


Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture and provides that the pro 
visions of the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952, relating to Admin- 
istrative Assistant Secretaries in certain other executive departments shall also 
apply to this position. 
Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954 

Public Law 304, 83d Congress, provides that the President’s Advisory Com- 
mittee on Government Organization is authorized, without regard to section 
505 of the Classification Act of 1949 to place one position in grade GS-17 of 
the general schedule of that act. 
Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1955 

Public Law 428, 83d Congress, authorizes the Burean of the 
regard to section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, to place 2 additional 
positions in GS-18, and 2 additional positions in grade GS-17 of the general 
schedule established by that act. 
Housing Act of 1954 


Budget, without 


Section 228 of the National Housing Act as added by Public Law 560, 83d 
Congress, provides that the Commissioner, Federal Housing Administration, 
may establish and place 1 position in grade GS-18, 4 positions in grade GS-17, 
and 8 positions in grade GS-16 in the Federal Housing Administration, which 
positions shall be in lieu of any positions presently allocated in the Federal 
Housing Administration under section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended. 
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TABLE I.—Tabulation of number of positions authorized by law to be placed in 
GS-18, GS-17, and GS-16, requiring Civil Service Commission approval of grade 


fi de ’ 
Requiring certification of appropriate grade by the GS-18 GS-17 GS-16 Total 
Civil Service Commission 





Cc antieasion Act of 1949, as amended ----- 35 115 400 55¢ 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as ame nded and extended 160 
Federal ¢ ivil Defense Act of 1950___- 3 ‘ ‘ 7 22 
Independent Offices Appropriation Act, ——, as amended 
(General Accounting Office) _- } 2 12 19 
Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952 (Renegotiation 
Board) 
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1952 (T reasury, Bureau of Internal 
Revenue) a9 
Reorganization Plan No. 5 cf 1952 (government of the District 
of Colum bia) --- ; : 15 
Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1953 (U.S. Information Agency 15 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1951 (Department of Defense) l 5 20 126 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954, and Department of 
Defense Appropriation Act, 1955 (Department of Defense) __- 5 ; ; 1154 
Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954 (Department of 
Defense) 5 ca 1 1 
Sanptinensi al Appropri: ation Act, 1955 (St. Lawrence Seaw ay 
Development Corporation) S i a ; . 4 
Agricultural Act of 1954 (Department of Agriculture) ; 2 3 10 
Fringe Benefits Act ? (Library of Congress) - - ----- a ee ee 
Total authorized, subject to CSC approval_-_----- Och Roe ea te ee lee dada sad 1, 080+- 
Total authorized (table II), not requiring CSC approval) = . 53 
NN ioe eee poate se tad ee csdeste Z cddhitaie tate sesibeat 1, 133+- 


1 The Department of Oe fense Appropriation Act, 1955, authorizes up to 200 positions in the Department 
of Defense. As of Jan. 5, 1955, 44 (20 under the Defense Production Act and 24 under the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1951) positions had been placed in GS-18, GS-17, and GS-16 under other statutes; 
therefore, this act authorizes an additional 154 positions in those grades. 

2 No limit as to number. 


Tas_e II.—Tabulation of number of positions authorized by law to be placed in 
GS-18, GS-17, and GS-16 not requiring Civil Service Commission approval of 
grade 





GS-18 GS-17 GS-16 Total 
State, Justice, and the Judiciary Appropriation Act, 1952: | 
I EID nk oe re eres ee : : 2 7 20 29 
State (Director, Budget ‘and Fin: es . 1] l 
Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952: 
Treasury (Administrative Assistant " Secretary) ___ 1 j l 
Interior (Administrative Assistant Secretary) ] 1 
Labor (Administrative Assistant Secretary) 1 1 
Justice (Administrative Assistant Attorney General) _- 1 l 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953: Agriculture (Administrative 
Assistant Secretary) -_._-_- sti 2 osu dpaasian ale icine a iota 1 1 
Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954: President’s 
Advisory Committee on Government Organization _ _- | : ae l 
Independent Office Appropriation Act, 1955: Bureau of the 
Budget___- 2 2 4 
Housing Act of 19£ 54: Federal ‘Housing ‘Administration. 1 4 s 13 
RG hihia.o2 Suid s ha teded dae aie n eteudbenn be cto owaie 10 | 15 28 53 


1 For duration of present incumbent. 


Senator Marrin. This table you were reading from; is that in- 
cluded ? 

Mr. Youna. No; that is not included in what you have there. 

Senator Carison. Mr. Chairman, is it your intention to meet to- 
morrow 

The CuamrMan. No. I don’t think we can meet tomorrow. The 
witnesses are not ready. 

Senator Cartson. I am not ina hurry. Just whatever your plans 
are. 
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The Cuamman. We will notify you when. 

Senator Marrin. And not meet tomorrow ¢ 

The Cuairman. No. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Pasrore. I don’t mean to be funny in this question: If 
you don’t want to answer it you don’t have to, but it has been very 
succinctly suggested here that if we make it more than 5 percent, the 
President will veto this pay raise. Do you believe that! 

Mr. Youne. Of course, I can’t answer that question, Senator. 

Senator Pastore. I ask you, Do you think that ? 

Mr. Young. There is no doubt about the fact that if you get into a 
highly extravagant pay situation, which is further going to upset 
the budget program, why, the chances will be increased that the 
President will veto it. 

Senator Pastore. When you say “rather extravagant” what do you 
mean? what percentage ? 

Mr. Youne. Well I can’t possibly give you an indication as to how 
the President is thinking with respect to a possible veto on pay. 

The Cuairman. I would like to know—— 

Mr. Youna. This represents his proposals, his opinion as to what is 
fair, his opinion as to what the Government can afford. 

The CuHatrmMan. I would like to know if the President intends to 
repeat the performance of last year and veto the pay-raise legislation 
for classified employees, because Congress will not increase the cost 
to the public of the 3-cent stamp. 

Mr. Youna. Well, I don’t have the President’s crystal ball, Mr. 
Chairman. In his ace message last year with respect to the pay bill, 
let me just say that certainly “the question of rates and the question 
of reclassific ation in the case of the postal-pay proposals were defi- 
nitely determining factors with respect to his disapproval. 

With respect to the classified pay scheduie, which you will recall 
ran about the same total amount of money that we are suggesting here, 
the difficulties there centered largely around the disproportionate 
emphasis in terms of how the money was distributed, because in the 
classified pay bill, which he disapproved of last August, your highest 
percentage increases were in the lowest grades and went down as you 
went up the scale, with the net effect that that merely accentuated 
the present difficulties and deficiencies in the scale and worked against 
the best interests of management and employees as far as that was 
concerned. 

Whereas, the distribution of approximately the same amount of 
money that we are proposing here 1s far «lifferent. 

So even though they might look the same in terms of percentage 
and total, they are vastly different in terms of the distribution of 
money. 

Mr. Brawtey. Is it so far different from the 5 percent bill the Con- 
gress approved last year? I thought the increase in grade 1 was $170. 
What do you propose here? 

Mr. Youna. $125 here. 

Of course, that bill last year also had a ceiling and a floor in it. 

Mr. Braw.ey. $800 ceiling, which is the same you have here. 

The CuHatrMan. You have an $800 ceiling. 
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Mr. Youne. We have an $800 ceiling. We would like to get rid 
of it, certainly. 

Senator Carison. I believe the ceiling we had last year was $440 
in the top five. 

Senator Pasrorr. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. That is right, both of them. 

Mr. Young. I have a table here which compares the rates on those 
bills, if I can put my hands on it. 

The CuHarrMan. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 








TABLE 4 
Present GS schedule Administration’s bill, 1955 Bill disapproved, 1954 
Number Increase over Increase over 
ee of em- Entrance’ Entrance present ° Entrance present ¢ 
7S grades ployees, oan teat 2 folate Lsntienione : 
June 30, rates rates rates 
1954 Percent Amount Percent; Amount 
Lite ‘ 6, 332 $2, 500 $2, 625 5.0 $125 $2, 670 6.8 $170 
ae 97, 125 2,750 2, 885 4.9 135 2, 920 6.2 170 
3. 181, 642 2, 950 3, 100 1 150 3, 120 5.8 170 
4 132, 557 3,175 3, 340 §.2 165 3, 345 5.4 170 
5. 93, 5O8 3, 410 3, 600 5.6 190 3, 580 5.0 170 
6. 36, 687 3, 795 4, 000 5.4 205 3, 985 5.0 190 
7 88, 776 4, 205 4,415 5.0 210 4.415 5.0 210 
8_- Bes 21, 552 4,620 4, 850 5.0 230 4, 850 5.0 230) 
9 . 78, 490 5, 060 5, 300 iF 240 5, 315 5.0 255 
10 < 5, 500 5, 800 5.5 300 5, 775 5.0 O75 
11 5% 5, 940 6, 300 6.1 360 6, 235 5.0 295 
12 35, 7, 040 7, 500 6.5 460 7, 390 5.0 350 
13 21, 8, 360 8, 800 §.3 440 8, 780 5.0 420) 
14 ‘ 9, 600 10, 200 6.3 600 10, 040 4.6 440 
15... 7 4, 050 10, 800 11, 600 7.4 800 11, 240 4.1 440) 
16 z 467 12, 000 12, 800 6.7 800 12, 440 3.7 440 
17 179 13, 000 13, 800 6.2 S00 13, 440 3.4 440) 
18 81 14, 800 14, 800 0 0 14, 800 0 0 


! Total cost including C PC, $202,085,141. 
? Average percentage increase, 4.9 percent. Average dollar increase, $205.57. 
* Total cost including CPC, $203,131,180. 
* Average percentage increase, 4.9 percent. Average dollar increase, $206.63. 

Mr. Youne. We have a table here which I think will demonstrate 
to you the difference between what we are proposing and the bill 
which the President disapproved in August. 

I think it is important that the distinction be kept in mind here 
as to what actually happened. 

You can see—let us look first at the totals. You can see that the 
total cost is $202 million, what we are now proposing; the amount 
in the bill last vear was $203 million; it is just about the same, your 
average percent increase of 4.9 in both cases, your average dollar 
increase—which is an interesting although practically meaningless 
figure—was $206 and $207, respectively. 

The difference comes in the distribution. 

Now, as you look at the one last year, you have got a very steady 
decrease in your percentage between levels in the bill which was dis- 
approved, which threw all the emphasis out of line and into the lower 
grade; whereas, what we are proposing this year, we have tried to 
work out the distribution so that you get it for an ordinary ladder, 
so to speak, promotion ladder, and w ith adequate differentiation inso- 
far as we can do it within the ceiling limitation between the grade 
levels in terms of the grade and their responsibility of work. 

So the two things, the two bills are quite different. 
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Senator PASTORE. I think it is Important Lo emphasize the fact, 
so that one would not be misled, that there is not a 5 percent increase ; 
it is an average 5 percent increase. In some instances, it would 
more and in some instances it would be less. 

Mr. Youn. That is quite correct. The 5 percent average increase 
here is equivalent to the something over 12 percent increase which is 
contained in S. 67. 

Senator CAarbLson. On that point, the lowest percentage Increase 
would be 4.7 in grade 9? 

Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Senator Cartson. While it isn’t 5, 4.7 is the lowest and 74 is the 
highest. 

Senator Pastore. Any further question ? 

Senator Curtis. I would like to have the Commissioner define for 
me a little bit more fully what you mean by absorbing the cost of 
this? 

Mr. Youna. Absorbing the cost from an operating point of view 
means, How do you find the money to pay the bill when it is not 
provided for in your appropriation ¢ 

It has to come out of some portion of your program. 

Senator Curtis. Then you mean by that, that 

Mr. YouneG. You're increasing your expenses without any more 
income, that is what it amounts to. 

Senator Curtis. Part of that absorption comes from using money 
that is already appropriated that is in the Department, that Congress 
have given them. It isn’t a one-third increase in efficiency of opera 
tion and in the number of employees required, is it ¢ 

Mr. Young. No. That might be part of it, but it wouldn’t be en 
tirely. The only thing you can do if you got so much money om 
your expenses go up because you get an increase in salary level, 
order to squeeze out the extra dollars to meet your payroll you either r 
have to cut out part of your substantive program, and the people that 
go with it, in order to save that salary cost so as to pay the other 
people that are left, or you may have a little surplus money in terms 
of vacancies which you haven’t filled for a period of time, due to the 
normal turnover. 

Which won't be enough to cover the total. 

Senator Curris. When you use the term “absorbing,” what do you 
really mean; is it you find the money someplace other than additional 
appropriation ¢ 

Mr. Younc. Yes. 

Senator Curtis. Maybe you take money that was intended for a 
service to the people and apply it on payroll ? 

Mr. Youne. No, you don’t do that under the budget provisions. 

Senator Curtis. Where do you get the money / 

Mr. Youne. The money that is appropriated for salaries. 

Senator Curtis. Over and above what you need / 

Mr. Younc. You have that amount for salaries. In order to meet 
your increased costs you may have to cut out part of your services— 

Senator Curtis. Suppose Congress did not vote any increased costs, 
would that mean that you got more money than you need ¢ 

Mr. Youne. Not if I understand your question correctly. 

Senator Curtis. What I am talking about, in coming back to this 
whole program of a 
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Mr. Youne. Yes. 

Senator Curtis. Billion dollars, is that or isn’t it going to cost the 
taxpayers a billion dollars, or is it going to cost the taxpayers two- 
thirds of a billion dollars to put that into effect ? 

Mr. Youna. Well, if this one-third absorption is an accurate figure, 
and which it isn’t so far as I know, it is a guess 

Mr. Curtis. That is a rather odd term, too, isn’t it? 

Mr. Youngs. It is a guess. 

Senator Curtis. I mean, the very term “absorption” is rather an 
odd term, is it not? 

Mr. Youne. Well, I don’t know as it is any more odd that a lot 
of the other Government terms. 

Senator Pastore. I think we are getting a little bit confused. What 
I think is meant here, that for the first year is when this goes into 
effect there is a certain amount of money that has already been ap- 
propriated to a Department for personnel that has not been completely 
used. 

In that instance, one-third of the cost will be absorbed, but cer- 
tainly, in the future, it is going to cost the taxpayers a billion dollars 
unless they cut down their personnel. 

Isn’t that it? 

Mr. Youna. Yes. That is correct. 

Except for one thing, Senator, that you might even get into a ques- 
tion of some reduction in force the last quarter of this year in order 
to meet your payroll if you couldn’t get supplemental appropriations. 

Senator Pastore. But that would have to be a deliberate thing. 

Mr. Youne. Yes. 

Mr. Braw.ey. Would it actually cost the taxpayers a billion 
dollars ? 

Wouldn’t a great proportion of this be returned to the Government 
in the form of income tax ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes; you are certainly going to get some of it back. 

Mr. Brawtey. Quite a substantial part of it. 

Senator Pastore. About a quarter of it. 

Mr. Youne. And all kinds of other taxes. 

Mr. Brawtey. As to the percentage that you figured out here, 4.9 
percent, actually, is that correct? Isn’t that percentage figured on the 
entrance rate of each grade only? You say there are 181,000 em- 
ployees in grade 3. They aren’t all getting the $3,100 entrance rate 
at the present time, they may be in step 3, 4, or 5, and be getting sub- 
stantially more money now? 

Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Mr. Martin. The 4.9 is an overall average, however. 

Senator Pastore. No; he is commenting on the observation made 
by Senator Carlson that in no instance will it be less than 4.7. 

It is going to be lower than that because your 4.7 is predicated upon 
entrance pay and not the pay the person is already receiving. 

Mr. Braw ey. That is correct. ’ 

Senator Pastore. I mean with that differential. So in some in- 
stances, it might be just maybe 4 percent. 

Senator Cartson. Thank you. 

Glad to have that corrected. 

Senator Pastore. Any further questions? 

(No response.) 
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Senator Pastore. Thank you very much, Mr. Young. 
Mr. Younc. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Pastore. That is all, gentlemen. 
Senator Cartson. Thank you, Mr. Young, for your fine presenta- 
tion. 
(Whereupon, at 10:55 a. m., the committee adjourned.) 
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RELATION OF LOWEST AND HICHEST SALARIES 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Post OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call at 10 a. m. in room 1354, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Olin D. Johnston (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Johnston (chairman), Pastore, Monroney, Car!l- 
son, Langer and Curtis. 

Also present: H. W. Brawley, executive director, and R. W. 
Johnson. 

And Arthur E. Summerfield, Postmaster General; Charles R. Hook, 
Jr., Deputy Postmaster General; E. J. Lyons, Assistant Postmaster 
General, Bureau of Personnel; N. R. Abrams, Assistant Postmaster 
General, Bureau of Operations. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. 

We are here to receive the testimony of Postmaster General Sum- 
merfield on proposals to increase the salaries of postal field employees. 

You may proceed, Mr. Summerfield. 


STATEMENT OF POSTMASTER GENERAL ARTHUR E. SUMMERFIELD 


Mr. SumMeErFIELD. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
on January 11, the President delivered a special message to the Con- 
gress containing specific recommendations with regard to the salaries 
of employees in the postal field service. You have before you 
Senate bill 773 introduced by Senator Frank Carlson of Kansas, the 

‘anking minority member of the committee, and cosponsored by Sena- 
tors Beall of M: aryland, Barrett of Wyoming, Saltonstall of Massa- 
chusetts, Welker of Idaho, Bennett of Utah and Case of South Dakota. 

This bill, “To increase the rates of basic salaries of post office officials, 
supervisors and employees in the postal field service, to eliminate 
certain salary inequities, and for other purposes” will place in effect 
the recommendations offered by the President. This legislation would 
increase the salaries of postal field service employees by 5 percent 
effective at the beginning of the first pay period after enactment, and 
would establish a new salary plan designed to correct serious inequities 
in the salary structure, effective 180 days after enactment. The total 
annual cost of this legislation to the Post Office Department is esti- 
mated at $129 million a year, or approximately 614 percent of the 
annual payroll. 

Salaries of employees in the Department headquarters in Wash- 
ington, D. C., are not affected by these bills because they are paid 
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under the Classification Act of 1949 which is administered by the 
Civil Service Commission. 

The salary plan, which will place the wages for postal service posi- 
tions in proper relationship to each other so that the inequities will 
be eliminated, incentive for advancement offered and the principle 
of higher pay for more difficult and responsible work followed, is a 
vital part of an overall personnel program to make the employment 
by the Post Office Department reasonably attractive in the light of a 
comparison with the compensation and other inducements offered by 
private industry. 

As you may be aware, other phases of this personnel program, which 
either have been already enacted or are awaiting consideration by the 
Congress, include an allowance for uniforms to those employees re- 
quired by law or regulations to wear uniforms, group life-insurance 
protection, unemployment compensation, a liberalized incentive 
awards system and a health insurance program. The annual cost of 
uniforms, group life insurance, and health insurance is estimated at 
$37 million, thus bringing to $166 million a year the additional benefits 
recommended or enacted for employees of the postal field service. 
This figure represents slightly more than 8 percent of the Post Office 
Department’s total payroll. 

In addition, the Congress has eliminated restrictions on personnel 
promotions and reinstatement, properly adjusted upward the statutory 
limit on the number of career employees and revised the arbitrary re- 
strictions on accumulation of annual leave. These actions, combined 
with job security and liberal vacation benefits, ranging from nearly 
3 weeks for the new employee to more than 5 weeks each year for per- 
sonnel with 15 years service will serve to make post office employment 
more attractive. 


THE SALARY PLAN 


In brief, the salary plan proposed in this legislation contains detailed 
descriptions of a series of key positions common to installations of the 
postal field service and to which most postal employees are assigned. 
A salary range consisting of seven steps for each of these different key 
positions is specified, and together this series of salary ranges make 
up a related, uniform, and equitable salary structure. 

Separate salary schedules adapted to their conditions of service are 
provided for rural carriers and postmasters of fourth-class offices. 

The proposed legislation delegates to the Post Office Department the 
authority to allocate the remaining positions, occupied by the relatively 
few employees whose duties are not covered by a key position, to the 
proper level in the salary schedule on a basis of a comparison of the 
duties and responsibilities of these positions with the duties and re- 
sponsibilities of the key positions. 

In the allocation of the positions other than the key positions to the 
proper salary level, an appeal procedure to the Civil Service Com- 
mission is provided to guard against any arbitrary or capricious action 
by the Department. Further, to insure that the salary plan will not 
work to the disadvantage of any employee, the legislation incorporates 
a guaranty against reduction of his present salary plus the 5 percent 
increase so long as the employee occupies the same position or a posi- 
tion of like salary level to that which he held at the time of the in- 
stallation of the plan. 
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EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED 


In the preparation of this salary proposal, careful consideration was 
given to the objections raised by Members of the 53d Congress and 
employee organizations to the proposals submitted last year. Work 
was started on this plan prior to the adjournment of the 53d Congress 
and has continued since that time under the direction of the Assistant 
Postmaster General, Bureau of Personnel. During the last 2 months, 
some 60 meetings were held to discuss various aspects of the salar y 
proposal with employee organization representatives, and valuable 
suggestions and advice were offered by these organizations. In addi 
tion, the National Association of Postal Supervisors has had a stand- 
ing committee working on a plan to eliminate inequities in the postal 
field service salaries for some 4 years, and the results of their studies 
were made available to the Department by these long service field 
supervisors. 

Members of the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee who 
considered the proposals offered by the Department last year will 
recall that one of the points mentioned frequently was that prior con 
sultation with the employee organization was not Sarees I am 
sure this particular objection cannot, in good faith, be raised in con- 
nection with our current proposals. It will also be recalled that some 
Members of Congress questioned legislation proposed last year on 
the basis that Congress would be delegati ing too much authority to set 
salaries to the Department. This objection has been met by pl: clng 
the key position descriptions along with specific salary ranges in the 
bill so that the Congress continues to establish directly the s: alaries for 
nearly all postal field service personnel. It should be noted that this 
bill significantly curtails the Department’s present authority which 
permits changes in salary by merely changing the e mployee’s job title. 

The lack of a suitable : appeals procedure outside the jurisdiction of 
the Department, as is provided for other Federal agencies to which 
Congress has delegated similiar authority to establish salary levels for 
employees, was also pointed out. A proper appeals procedure is in 
corporated in the present proposal. 

Then last year concern was expressed, particularly by employee 
organizations, that the bill might result in reductions in salaries by 
dow ngrading of positions. Specific protection against such a possi- 
bility is provided in the present legislation. 

After a careful analysis, it was determined that the previous salary 
plan offered by the Department attempted to make distinctions whieh 
were too fine among some of the positions, particularly those now un- 
der the position title of clerk. Under the new proposal nearly all 
clerks will be paid within the same salary range, which will enable 
the Department to retain the flexibility of assignment necessary for 
employees occupying this particular position. 

At the time the Department’ S previous recommendations were made, 
we had not completed studies of the compensation problems involving 
rural carriers and postmasters of fourth-class offices. The bill before 
you now provides proper salary schedules for these positions. 


ADVANTAGES FOR EMPLOYEES 


The new bill embodies many advantages for employees. First of 
all, of course, it will provide an immediate 5 percent salary increase 
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for all personnel. Secondly, it will eliminate inequities by providing 
an additional adjustment for those who are substantially ie ‘paid in 
relation to salaries of other employees. 

All employees will be afforded salary ranges for their jobs with 
seven rates, progressing from the entrance salary to the maximum, 
in contrast to the present salary system which provides single rates 
for some employees and all the way up to nine rates for others. The 
entrance salaries, particularly for ¢ slecics and letter carriers, have been 
increased sharply in order to meet the growing problem of recruiting 

capable personnel in the metropolitan centers. E mployees are given 
the advantage of reaching the higher maximum salary level in 6 years 
as compared. to 8 years for clerks and letter carriers under the present 
salary schedule. The annual automatic increments for these employees 
are increased from $100 to $115 under the new plan. 

The proposed bill also authorized biweekly pay periods, long sought 
by postal field service employees as a substitute for the present semi- 
monthly pay periods. The installation of this 26-pay period plan will 

result im an extra day’s pay each year for employees and places the 

postal field service in step with the practice of other Government 
agencies. The proposed legislation also will permit the Department 
to pay overtime at the rate of time and one-half for extra days 
worked when unusual conditions make it difficult or impossible to 
grant compensatory time for such days. The present law permits 
this option only in the month of December. 

For the first time in the history of the Department, employees 
will be guaranteed specific salary increases in the event of promotion 
to more . responsible or more difficult jobs. This is accomplished by 
providing that when an employee is promoted from one salary level 
position to a higher salary level position he must receive a salary 
increase at least equivalent to the dollar difference between the 
entrance rates of his present salary level and the level immediately 
above. The new measure also will make it possible for the Depart- 
ment to pay overtime to employees in lower level supervisory posi- 
tions who now in many cases work long extra hours without additional 
compensation. 


CORRECTS SERIOUS INEQUITIES 


As previously stated, one of the most important objectives of the 
new legislation is to correct inequities in the present salary structure. 
In the last few years, the Department’s need for such corrections has 
been receiving more and more attention. Beginning in 1949 with the 
report to this committee of the Hoover Commission task force, the 
necessity for establishing a balanced pay structure has been em- 
phasized on numerous occasions. The Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations were followed by a report made by the Sube ommittee on 
Postal Operations of the House committee in May 1953, which stated 
that it was clear that a satisfactory solution to the personnel problems 
of the postal service could be arrived at only by a complete revision 
of the salary classifications of postal personnel, postmasters as well 
as employees. This report further indicated that many weaknesses 
in Public Law 134 had developed since its passage over 8 years ago. 

T am sure many of you will recall also the report of the 83 Congress 
of the advisory council to the Senate Committee on Post Office yand 
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Civil Service which was submitted pursuant to Senate Resolution 
49 of March 6, 1953. This report stated that recommendations should 
be made to the Congress at the earliest practicable date for a modern 
classification and pay structure for the postal field service. 

In support of this recommendation the council asserted that there 
are presently many different pay schedules with nearly 300 salary 
steps; there are marked differences in the number and amount of per- 
iodic increases ; there are unjustifiably wide differences in pay between 
the postmaster and his principal assistants, and entirely inadequate 
differences in pay between first level supervisors and the employees 
they super vise. The report concluded that there is not equal pay 
for employees working side by side doing the same type of work and 
with equal length of service, and that the basis for progression is 
spelled out in such minute detail by law and regulation that a 
monstrosity is created which few persons could ever master completely. 

The Department's own careful investigation and analysis bear out 
the foregoing conclusions. ‘The new plan will eliminate the inequi- 
ties inherent in the present inflexible system which requires assign- 
ment of all employees to a limited number of job titles with pay set 
accordingly, and in many cases having no relation to the work actually 
performed. ‘The practice of paying some supervisory employees on 
the basis of the number of cubic feet they supervise, or primarily in 
relation to the number of employees under their direction, would be 
replaced by a system basing salaries on the actual duties and responsi- 
bilities of the positions. 

Many specific examples could be cited of the inequities under the 
present law. I will mention only a few at this time. In one of our 
larger cities a station superintendent retired, and a new man was ap- 
pointed. At the end of a year he had substantially reduced the cost 
of operating the postal station by not filling vacancies in positions 
when the additional employees were not needed and by other econo- 
mies. He had also improved the service and received considerable 
public commendations. Because his salary was based in part on the 
number of employees supervised, his reward for an unusually fine 
performance was a reduction in pay. 

Under the legislation before you, postmasters of the Nation would 
receive salaries commensurate with the volume of work and the level 
of responsibility rather than solely on the basis of cash receipts which 
presently govern their compensation. ‘The current practice results in 
discriminating against postmasters who hold positions where incom- 
ing mail represents most of the business volume, and hence receipts 
are relatively small. 

There are many cases of postmasters receiving less pay than their 
subordinate employees. One postmaster in Ohio recently wrote the 
Department as follows: 

It is discouraging to me to see part-time clerks receiving from $1.36 to $1.51 
per hour while my salary figures out $1.18 per hour, after 9 years of working 8 
hours a day, 6 days a week. 

The same problem occurs in many cases where substitute clerks re- 
ceive higher hourly and gross pay than their postmasters with fewer 
hours of work. 

This measure too will correct another inequity wherein the salaries 
of clerks in a third-class office may be reduced automatically because 
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of the retirement of a postmaster. This strange injustice occurs be- 
cause, while their salaries are set by law, clerks in third-class offices 
may not advance in their rate range to an annual salary level higher 
than $100 less than the salary of “the postmaster. Where the post- 
master has long service and is receiving the extra $100, $200, or $300 
authorized in the longevity grades, the clerk may advance a compar- 
able amount higher than is the case when the new postmaster is ap- 
pointed and paid only the base salary for the position. Thus, when 
the long service postmaster retires and the new man is appointed, the 
clerk’s salary is reduced to place the clerk $100 below the postmaster. 
This situation is corrected by providing proper salary ranges for both 
the clerk and the postmaster in such a manner that the postmaster al- 
ways will be paid above the clerk level, even though the clerk advances 
to the maximum of his salary range. 

It is obvious that the defects I have mentioned cannot. be corrected 
by a flat dollar or percentage increase. In fact such an increase would 
aggravate and make more acute many of the present injustices. In 
disapproving the salary legislation passed by the 83d Congress, the 
President emphasized the necessity of correcting the distortions in the 
pay scale. 

In correcting the existing inequities, it is necessary that some very 
substantial sala ary increases be made, particularly for highly skilled 
work and for some of the positions at higher supervisory levels. In 
judging the justice of these increases as compared to the more mod- 
erate adjustments made in other cases, I ask that you examine care- 
fully the duties and responsibilities as set forth in the position 
descriptions which are a part of the proposed legislation. These 
descriptions represent the duties required by the Department in each 
case, and I am sure that if you will compare these positions with 
similar levels of positions in other Government agencies you will agree 
that the salaries proposed are moderate and fair. May I also call 
your attention to the fact that positions involving similar responsi- 
bilities in private industry are paid at very much higher levels than 
we propose for our key management personnel. 

I ask that you compare the detailed descriptions and proposed 
salary levels of the clerk and carrier positions, the mail handler posi- 
tions and others with positions requiring similar skill and experience 
in other agencies of the Government and with those in private indus- 
try with which you are familiar. 

Finally, I wish to emphasize the extraordinary importance of this 
legislation to the efficient and successful operation of the postal estab- 
lishment. An inequitable salary structure leads to frustration and 
destroys incentive. This salary plan is offered only after long and 

careful studies were made of a most serious problem and is the best 

the Department can devise in the light of financial limitations which 
must be observed in fairness both to employees and to the American 
people who pay the costs of their postal establishment. A superior 
postal service can be achieved only by the efforts of dedicated em- 
ployees who are treated fairly and who believe that extra effort and 
initiative on their part can and will be rewarded. 

This conviction has guided our efforts in preparing salary legisla- 


tion. Iam sure this committee shares our deep sense of public respon- » 


sibility and will act promptly to give the postal service the salary 
structure so vitally necessary. 
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In conclusion may I summarize the principal effects of enactment of 
the salary legislation before you which carries out the specific recom- 
mendations of the President : ras 

First, every employee would receive a 5 percent increase In his pres- 
ent salary. | 

Second, nearly all employees will receive some additional increase, in 
adjusting their salaries to the new uniform and equitable schedule. 

Third, a biweekly pay period will be pro ided, 

Fourth, extremely serious inequities are eliminated. 

Fifth, a method for setting proper salaries for any new types of 
positions which may be necessary is provided. 

Sixth, the combined costs of the salary measure and other benefits 
recently enacted or recommended by the Department are estimated at 
$166 million a year, or 8 percent of payroll. 

I appreciate very much, Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, your permitting me to go 
through this prepared statement. 

The CuatRMAN. Your statement just made consists of generalities. 
I would like you to be more specific with respect to increases under 
your proposal. 

Mr. SumMERFIELD. In respect to the details, Mr. Chairman, we have 
prepared those details over a period of many hours so that we could 
present them to you and the other members of the committee who are 
interested ina summary of the bill. Therefore, I wish to state that Mr. 
Lyons, Assistant Postmaster General, Bureau of Personnel, is pre- 
pared at this time to take you through this bill point by point, explain- 
ing, I am sure, to your satisfaction any questions that you now have 
or may have in your mind as we progress. We have specifically under- 

taken in preparing our summary to save as much of your time as we 
possibly can and give you as complete and comprehensive an: alysis as 
it is possible to have in a short period of time. 

Senator Pastore. Mr. Summerfield, before that question even starts, 
may I ask ~~ a general question, and I do not mean to be facetious 
about this, as, fr: ankly, the basis of this inquiry is on rumor rather than 
of my own personal knowledge. I am asking you to tell us categori- 

cally whether it is so or not, as far as politics entering into the deci- 
sions made in the Post Office Department, for I think the worse thing 
we can have in the Post Office Department is the shadow of politics. 
I am aware that in my State it is being said that when a decision is 
made in the Post Office Department as to any change in personnel, for 
example, that the Republican National Committee is apprised of it, 
but on the other hand the Senators and Congressmen are not. Is that 
true or not true? 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. I am sorry to hear that such a rumor exists. I 
ce say this, that I have several letters here this morning from or- 

ganizations which are particularly conscious of any situation like 
that that may exist at any time in the Post Office Department, and 
these people indicate very clearly as do the nature of their communi- 

cations that there is less polities i in the Post Office Department at this 
ties than at any time in its history to their knowledge; that we have 
been conscientious and fair to the limit of our abilities in the selection 
of personnel for advancement and for appointment. I think the rec- 
ord of the Post Office Department stands for itself. 
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Senator Pasrore. You haven’t answered my question categorically: 
Is the national committeeman of a State notified of specific changes 
that are to take place in the Post Office Department? Yes or no? 

Mr. SumMerrievp. The answer is “No”; we do not take it up with 
the national committee. 

Senator Pasrore. Does that mean anyone in the Post Office does 
not ? 

Mr. SumMERFIELD. Well, I am in charge of the Post Office. 

Senator Pasrore. There is a point you made in your statement 
here today to which I subscribe, as I think that the worst thing that 
‘an happen to any establishment is to have a man who works as a 
subordinate make more pay than his superior; but, on the other hand, 
it has also come to my attention that there are a lot of people who ap- 
pear to be somewhat frightened because they are afraid politics is 
going to prevent proper administration. Unless you can give them 
out and out assurance that such is not the case in the conduct of the 
operations of the Department I am afraid you will never get the 
cooperation you need here in securing your proposals, because people 
are saying that all of this is being geared up in order to put some 
favorites in and get old employees out. 

Mr. Aprams. Senator, I might say, and I think this is a matter of 
record, that we have started for the first time a merit examination for 
clerks and carriers in grade 7 for promotion, and which will be the 
first step, to supervisory responsibilities, and this is the first time that 
that has ever been done. That is a merit examination on the basis of 
which registers are established and promotions made as the need arises. 

Senator Pastore. Do I understand it then correctly that the policy 
of the Post Office Department is not to discuss any changes or any 
change of personnel with any politicians in the State before any of 
these changes are made? 

Mr. Aprams. We do not discuss them. We get many recommen- 
dations. We are conducting our appointments and promotions in 
the Post Office on the merit system. 

Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman, I wonder when the testimony will 
be available. I want to read it all. When will the reporter have it 
and can he deliver a copy to my office ? 

The Cuarrman. It will be available to you tomorrow. 

(Senator Langer thereupon withdrew.) 

The Cuatrman. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to state for the 
record that the national committee in the State of Kansas is not 
conslulted as to any decisions made by the Post Office Department. 

Senator Pastore. As I stated, frankly I do not know it to be a 
fact, but that it is a rumor, and I wanted to get the reply on the 
record to my own satisfaction. 

Senator Carison. I am familiar with the operation of the Post 
Office Department in my State and I am glad to put that in the record 
for the State of Kansas. 

Senator Pastore. That may be because in Kansas the Senator hap- 
pens to be Republican; it might be different in other States. I 
think the Post Office Department and civil service ought to be kept 
out of politics. 

Senator Monroney. May I ask, why is it that the simplest kind 
of promotions in Washington takes 60 or 90 days? 
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The CHatrmMan. Do you want to answer that, Mr. Abrams? 

Mr. Asrams. I think I can answer that, sir. The reason that there 
was delay in those promotions was the fact that we were changing 
over our entire finance system, during the process of which change 
some jobs in finance would be done away with. On October 25 we 
sent out a letter stating that there would be no supervisory promotions 
made until we had rearranged the finance, and that was a necessary 
directive in order that we would not be left with some supervisors 
on our hands who if given promotions during that interval would have 
no place to go. That has now been completed, sir, and the moment 
it was completed we began to move our promotions very rapidly. 
We had no choice at the time. Had we gone in and changed the 
finance system, changed the money-order system, we would have 
done away with certain jobs and it would have been extremely un- 
fortunate if we didn’t hold any promotions up until we could see 
whether we could use those people, and also, of course, we have 
agreed that there would be no reduction in salaries of people in that 
office. 

Senator Monroney. That was only in the finance section, the delays ¢ 

Mr. Aprams. It delayed all of them, sir, because of the fact that 
we were making changes in the finance section which meant there 
would be some supervisors standing by, and just as soon as we had the 
finance straightened away and knew the employees that we we had 
available for those supervisory jobs, in other words, got them fitted 
in, then we immediately proceeded as rapidly as possible with the pro- 
motions. 

Senator Monroney. Are any of these promotions submitted to 
Mr. Willis? 

Mr. Aprams. No, sir; none whatever. 

Senator Monroney. And can you then state that there is no one in 
the Department who is clearing jobs in any other manner than that of 
the normal, routine promotions which are going through without any 
reference whatsoever to the White House or any political source 
whatsoever # 

Mr. Asrams. Yes, sir. The White House is not involved in any 
matter. 

Mr. SumMerFiewD. I would like to have one thing in the record, 
Mr. Chairman. To this day Mr. Willis of the White House staff 
has never requested the Postmaster General, to my knowledge, to 
give preference to anyone in any executive departinent for a pro- 
motion or appointment for any individual. 

The CHatrmMan. Has anyone called from the White House? 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. Not to my knowledge; no, sir. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, generally one of the complaints 
we have against this bill is that the proposed legislation gives too 
much authority to the Post Office Department when it comes to 
changing personnel or upgrading or downgrading individual em- 
ployees, and I notice on page 5, Mr. Summerfield states: 

It should be noted that this bill significantly curtails the Department’s present 
authority which permits changes in salary by merely changing the employee’s 
job title. 

I think it would be helpful to discuss that. 

Mr. Summerrietp. Well, under the present laws if you want to 
change the salary of an employ ee you can do it by changing his title 
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up or down, and that has been going on for years. Now, we are 
eliminating that. I hope you can all just sense this feeling we have. 
We recognize fully the responsibility we have to the people of this 
country, “and we are trying to fulfill that responsibility by conduct- 
ing the operations of the “Department as we know they should be. 

Senator Carison. There is another complaint I have received and 
I am sure the other members of the committee have also received in 
regard to this proposed legislation, and that is, under this bill. There 
might be serious reductions in salary. I notice again on page 5 you 
state: 

Then last year concern was expressed, particularly by employee organizations, 
that the bill might result in reductions in salaries by downgrading of positions. 
Specific protection against such a possibility is provided in the present legis- 
lation. 

Mr. SumMerFievp. That is the reason I suggested that we give the 
committee a summary of the particular aspects s of this bill, as requested 
by the chairman, and in the proper sequence of that analysis I am 
sure an answer will be provided to that question. 

Mr. Lyons, will you take that up? 

The Cuatrman. And will you cite the sections of the bill you are 
referring to as you proceed. 

Mr. Lyons. First, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to call your attention to a little booklet here that is labeled “Salary 
Plan.” It was prepared at the request of the chairman of the com- 
mittee of the House, and I thought perhaps that the Members of the 
Senate would like to see it also. 

The first page of it is simply some statistics on the number of em- 
ployees occupying the positions set forth in the bill, and you will note 
from that that the total number of that is 460,866. Now, instead of 


having only a position title in the bill, we have added a description of . 


the duties ‘and responsibilities so that it will no longer be possible 
to change the man’s title unless he actually has a change in his duties 
and responsibilities. 

You will note that 91.3 percent of the present positions are covered 
by these key positions; the remaining 8.7 percent of the positions are 
positions in which there are not very many employees. 

There are large varieties of those kinds of jobs and it would have 
made a terrific bulk to attempt to get position descriptions of all of 
them. For their positions, the Department is asking authority to 
rank them by comparing their duties and responsibilities with the 
duties and responsibilities of the key positions. 

The Cuarrman. You say you have added the descriptions of duties 
and responsibilities so that it wouldn't be possible to change his title, 
but what would hinder you from first giving a man a title according 
to these duties and responsibilities enumerated and then later change 
both a 3 duties and the title / 

Mr. Lyons. Well, first of all—— 

Senator Pastore. Well, you could do that, couldn’t you? You 
couldn’t change his pay or downgrade it, but you could change his 
duties and later on change his title? 

Mr. Lyons. Well, there are only three possibilities of doing that 
age this legislation. At the end of the bill you will notice there 

1 provision which says that nothing in this bill should interfere 
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with or modify the application of the Civil Service Act and rules, 
well as the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944 to the postal fie 
service, 

Well, now, under the present situation, sure, the Postmaster Ge: 
eral or the postmaster can change an employee's duties. He cannot 
change the rank and file emp lovee’s salary by ne those duties 
unless it involved a promotion or unless the change in duties is du 


} 
At 


to a reduction in force, in other words, the employee vets a lower 
salaried position in lieu of a layoff. 

The second instance occurs at times when an emp ee asks fon 
a transfer from his duties, being physically unable to perform the 
same work as he has been doing. 

— Pastore. Can you do that now ¢ 

Mr. I 4YONS. Yes, sir. 

Now the only other instance where the salary of an gi lovee can 
be changed by changing his duties is when we reduced an employee 
through disciplinary measures, in which event we nea have to 
file charges against him just the same as we do in order to dismiss 
him, so there isn’t actually anything in here that broadens that 
authority. 

In our present situation we often have an office where there is an 
employee with the title of clerk in charge. That employee is in 
charge of 10 or 12 people. In the same office another employee 
is in ‘charge of ex ei the same kind of a function and exactly the 
same number of people who has the title of foreman. Well, a foreman 
under the present law gets more money than a clerk in charge of 
the same office. There is a great deal of that. 

Senator Pastore. Just so that we may have in the record the 
mechanics of how this works, let us assume this law will pass. What 
do you do? Do you send in a staff to classify all these positions, 
or do you begin to work it on a personal basis ¢ 

Who has the author itv to set out the specifications ¢ 

To what extent is this limited, on a post office basis, or an area 
basis or a national basis? 

Who has the authority, who does it, and what is the prerogative 
of the individual or the rights of the individual ¢ 

Mr. Lyons. Well, first of all, the thing that happens ‘under this 
bill is that everyone in the postal field service gets a 5 percent salary 
increase over their present salary, no matter what or where it ts. 
The second thing that happens is that there is a 6-month period 
before the second provision, the so-called reclassification or tne instal- 
lation of position evaluation, or. whatever it might be termed, occurs. 
During that time the bill itself has set the salaries, for instance, of 

letter carrier because his position description is in the bill: his 
salary level is in the bill. It has set the salaries of all of the distribu- 
tion clerks, all of the window clerks, in exactly the same way, in 
accordance with the position description a salary range in the 
bill. Now, in that post office you will find in all probability a few 
positions where the employee's pay is not ewe ly set. 

We will get a description of those positions first. The postmaster 
will recommend as to which level they should be assigned in relation 
to the key positions. 

Senator Pastore. That is the local postmaster you are referring to? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir; the local postmaster. 
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Then it will go to the classification officer who is functionally re- 
sponsible to me in that area. He will check the position description 
and check the level at which the postmaster recommended it, and if 
he approves then the regional manager places the man in that level. 
If the man feels that the Post Office Department or classification officer 
has not properly placed his position in relation to the others, he can 
then appeal it to the Civil Service Commission, which in turn will look 
at the key position descriptions which are in the bill and look at this 
man’s position description, which, of course, is the work which he 
actually has been doing, and then will decide whether or not the 
Department has properly evaluated that position in relation to the 
other positions set forth in the bill. If the Civil Service Commission 
decides the Post Office Department or classification officer has not 
correctly classified that man, then the Commission orders us to put the 
position on whichever level it deems proper. 

Senator Pastore. Before the postmaster begins to allocate the 
various specifications, could he reduce the assignment of that indi- 
vidual and then classify him for the purposes of putting through this 
classification ? 

Mr. Lyons. I don’t see how he could possibly reduce the assignment 
unless it might be a supervisor. The clerk and carrier assignments 
are standard. 


Senator Pasrore. You already said that under the present law you 
could assign a man to other duties? 


Mr. Lyons. You do not have to assign him to other duties, just 
change his job title. 


Senator Pasrorr. Could a postmaster change the job title and then 
set up the classification ? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes; but it wouldn’t make any difference whether he 
changed the job title or not. The position would still fall under the 
same level, as long as the man had those duties and responsibilities. 

Senator Pasrorr. He can’t take a man assorting mail and put him to 
sweeping the floor? 

Mr. Lyons. Not without filing a letter of charges against him be- 
cause that would result in a reduction in pay, if he did that. 

Senator Pasrorre. Under this bill you can’t reduce his pay ? 

Mr. Lyons. That’s right. 

Senator Pastore. Now, the pay of an employee has nothing to do 
with this, but I am talking of the humiliation an employee might be 
put through if he is put in a lower position than that which he has 
customarily been doing. For instance, take a man who has a dignified 
job who is put to work sweeping the floor. That automatically is a 
license for him to quit. Can you do that? 

Mr. Lyons. We can do it now, I presume. But that would cer- 
tainly be disciplinary action and you have to file a letter of charges. 

Senator Pastore. Now, I am just trying to allay the fears of some 
people who think that this is going to be a political play. So without 
any apologies here, is that what could happen? 

Mr. Lyons. I have never run into that kind of a case, Senator. 

The Cuatrman. I think his question is whether there is anything 
in this bill to increase the authority of the Department to downgrade 
people? 

Mr. Lyons. Absolutely not. This is just more restricted. 
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The Cuatrman. This gives vou complete authority to reclassify 
every postmaster in the United States, isn’t that true / 

Mr. Lyons. No; it is not true. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Lyons, as I read the provisions of your pro- 
posal, you would have complete authority to downgrade or upgrade 
postmasters at will. 

Mr. Lyons. The bill itself sets the salaries for the various levels of 
postmasters. 

The CuatrMan. But, you are changing those grades? 

Mr. Lyons. This bill in itself sets up postmasters at 14 salary levels; 
it describes the positions and sets the salary change for the post- 
masters. That is what the bill does. 

Senator Pastore. In other words, would you say, Mr. Lyons, that 
this is an attempt to actually raise the classifications and salaries of 
the people of the top ec ‘helons of the Post Office Department ? 

Mr. Lyons. It is in some cases exactly that. 

Senator Pastore. Is it an attempt in any case to lower a man’s 
salary ? 

Mr. Lyons. Not the present salaries. 

We do have situations where the present basis is the receipts alone 
of a particular post office and where the man’s salary is set solely on 
those receipts, which receipts of course, vary in each particular office 
depending on the size of its operations in the particular locality. We 
have added factors to that as a measurement of the volume of mail that 
is going through that office. Some of those factors, one, the number 
of carrier routes, the number of employees, and the number of ve- 
hicles under the direction of that postmaster. 

Now, at the present time, we often have an office where the receipts 
are very, very small, and as an example of that we can take a post 
office here in the suburbs of W ashington. Those receipts results in a 
low salary for the postmaster because the bulk of the receipts go to 
the W ashington city post office. The mailing is done there. So the 

result is that this postmaster in the outskirts of the district has a 
larger amount of incoming mail and a large number of employees to 
distribute that incoming mail. Such a postmaster would profit from 
this reclassification considerably. 

On the other hand, you have the opposite situation, Senator, where 
a large mail-order house is located in a city where there is a post- 

master. His salary is increased quite greatly by that fact, though he 
may not handle the mail through his office. 

Senator Pastore. Now, in that second case, would he suffer a reduc- 
tion in pay? 

Mr. Lyons. Not the present occupant of the office, but a new man 
who came in would, because his rank would be lower. 

The Cuarrman. What isthe other criteria? You mentioned two. 

Mr. Lyons. I mentioned the receipts, that the receipts were put in, 
of course, as the measure of the volume, but it is no longer a very 
good measure of the volume, so we have added to that the number of 
employ ees he has in the office, the number of city carrier routes and 
the number of vehicles, to properly evaluate the position. 

Senator Monroney. Does that meet the same standards then that is 
mentioned in the Postmaster General’s testimony, that the more peo- 
ple a fellow can crowd on the payroll, the higher pay he gets? 
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Mr. Lyons. That happens to be true now, Senator, because they are 
paid a salary on the basis of the number of employ ees. Noone would 
deny that the number of employees is to some degree itself a measure 
of the volume of work involved. It is only one factor, however. I 
don’t think that there is any business or industry that does not con- 
sider the number of people ‘under a man’s direction as a part of the 
evaluation of the position. The danger lies in having it the sole factor 
that is involved, but when you take ‘into consideration the number of 

carrier routes you get a better measure. The postmaster cannot estab- 
lish carrier routes. They have to be approved after an inspection of 
the office to decide whether they are needed or not. 

Senator Pastore. Well, you have the same example in Congress, 
where, under the law, the Senator from New York has contributed 
more money and personnel than the Senator from Kansas, but I dare 
say that the Senator from Kansas worked as hard as any Senator 
that I know of. That makes sense, that part of it. But a statement 
was made by a representative of a very large group of employees who 
said: “We would rather have no bill than have this one.” 

How do you meet that challenge ? 

Mr. Lyons. I believe that that statement has since been modified 
before the House committee where it was gone into quite fully. Un- 
fortunately that same gentleman was not present when we went over 
the bill in detail before the House committee and explained the mean- 
ing of each of the sections involved. I am sure that had he had the 
courtesy to telephone me before making his statement here that I 
could have allayed a great deal of his fear of the legislation. We have 
had several meetings on the subject. We had gone over the salary 
range proposed for the city carriers which he represents. We had 
gone over the principles involved in the legislation and, in layman’s 
language, went over each section of the bill, Mr. Abrams and I, with 
ther epr resentatives of the organization. 

You will note the Postmaster General said we have had some 60 
meetings. Well, there are 14 major organizations who represent the 
post-office employees and we had 2 or 3 individual meetings with them 
covering exactly the employees they represented, and then we had a 
general meeting in which we went over the principles involved in the 
bill. 

Now, unfortunately, 1 in getting the legislation introduced, we only 
had a few days’ leeway in or der to give them complete copies of the 
text prior to discussion of the bill, and that gentleman apparently 
read a lot of things into this legislation which are just not here. 

Senator Pastore. Now, tur ning your attention to page 2 of the Post- 
master General’s statement where he talks about group life insurance 
and health insurance, are they included in this bill ¢ 

Mr. Lyons. No, sir; they are not. He was describing the overall 
personnel program in which we have been involved, because salary, 
after all, is only one part of the inducement that a man has to accept 
a job. 

Senator Pastore. Well, then, these employees have these benefits 
now orate of whether it was passed in one bill or the other? 

Mr. Lyons. Well, the health insurance has not been passed yet, 
and we still have the uniforms to justify to the Appropriations Com- 
mittee before they will allocate us the funds. 


. 
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Senator PasTore. But the point that I make is that these specific 
benefits including health insurance are not included in this bill 

Mr. Lyons. No, sir, they are not. 

Senator Pastore. May I ask if it is the intention of the Department 
to take that up with the Appropriations Committee ‘ 

Mr. Lyons. We are meeting now and have been for some weeks 
with the committees of the e mployees” organizations involved and will 
be prepared when our appropriations hearing occurs to ask for the 
necessary funds. 

Senator Pasrore. Turning to page 3 of the Postmaster General's 
statement, I notice at the bottom of the page the following: 

Further, to insure that the salary plan will not work to the disadvantage of 
any employee, the legislation incorporates a guaranty against reduction of his 
present salary plus the 5-percent increase so long as the employee occupies the 
same position or a position of like salary level to that which he held at the 
time of the installation of the plan. 

Now, what does that mean ? 

Mr. Lyons. It means simply that if an employee is a clerk or letter 

carrier now and he gets a salary and is given a 5-percent increase, that 

wai in this bill could operate so as to deprive him of his present 
salary level plus the 5 percent. We do, however, need a little leeway 
in there so long as he occupies the same position or position of a similar 
level for this reason: This bill also covers postmasters. At a defense 
installation, for instance, you may have a first-class office that sud- 
denly becomes quite large because of the developments at that in- 
stallation. Through the abandonment of that installation or for 
some other reason the size of the post office is dropped sharply there- 
after. Then that changes the position and changes the duties and 
responsibilities considerably. 

The CHatrman. How would that affect the 5-percent increase he 
1s supposed to rec elve under your proposal ¢ 

Mr. Lyons. It would have to do with it because the definition or 
description of the position having to do with the duties oom respon- 
sibilities would differ and it would be possible then to classify that 
office accordingly. When the receipts drop down to a h: If or a third 
of what they were, then the following year the salary of the postmaster 
drops also. 

Senator Pastore. What would be wrong in saying that the position 
is held as of January 1, 1955? What I am trying to get at is this: 
What is to prevent a postmaster from changing a man’s classification 
first to a lower grade, and do that on the basis that he doesn’t have 
enough money to pay him, and then meeting the requirements of this 
bill by giving him the 5-percent increase after that classification is 
made? 

Mr. Lyons. The postmaster just couldn’t get around it. If he 
changes the duties and responsibilities now, he can’t change the man’s 
salary without having it approved. 

Senator Pastore. But he could say: “I haven’t the money to keep 
vou here. If you want to take a saline ‘tion in grade I will keep you. 
So he reduces him in grade and then adds 5 percent to the reduced 
grade, which would be less than the present pay he is getting. 

Could hedothat? Explain tome where he couldn’t / 

Mr. Lyons. He could ina the duties. 
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Senator Pastore. As to clerks and carriers, their classifications are 
set up in the bill? 

Mr. Lyons. That’s right. 

Senator Pasrorr. So we don’t have them to worry about. I am 
talking about the fringe personnel that has to be classified. 

Mr. Lyons. That consists of supervisors. 

Senator Pasrore. Whatever they may be, what would prevent the 
postmaster from taking the supervisor and putting him on the win- 
dow, saying: “You want that job on the window? You go ahead on 
the reduced classification and I will keep you.” Then he gets 5 
percent above a window clerk’s pay. 

Mr. Lyons. First of all, to change that individual’s salary he would 
have to have the approval of the Bureau of Operations in Washing- 
ton. There is, I suppose, nothing that can’t be done if the situation 
actually justifies it—that is, if the job isn’t there. 

Senator Pastore. What essential harm would be done by putting 
a cutoff date of January 1, 1955? 

Mr. Lyons. I wouldn’t object to that at all. 

Senator Pastore. Would it in any way interfere with anyone be- 
cause of this bill? 

Mr. Lyons. I think it would operate against some people. I 
wouldn’t object to it personally. 

Senator Pastore. Now, would you tell us how it would be a dis- 
advantage ? 

Mr. Lyons. I will tell you how. Under the present salary sched- 
ules employees receive automatic increases, as you know, each year. 

Senator Pasrore. You could write that in there, too. I am just 
talking about the program of eliminating any suspicion or fear that 
there is going to be a deliberate move to cut someone down in classifi- 
cation pending the enactment of this bill. 

Mr. Lyons. I don’t believe there could be any genuine ground for 
any such fear. I think, if you go over the legislation fully, I am sure 
you will find that ample safeguards are provided. 

The CuairMan. Suppose you continue with your summation of the 
bill. I believe you were on the subject of the booklet. 

Mr. Lyons. The second page in this little booklet gives the key 
positions that are listed in here with the present pay range for those 
positions, the number of pay rates in the present range of the posi- 
tion, the new proposed salary range, and the number of estimated 
employees a aaae occupying positions of those titles. Those titles 
listed here under key positions should be looked at in conjunction with 
the bill itself which contains the specific description for those titles. 

Page 5 of the little booklet shows where the money goes in connec- 
tion with the so-called reclassification provisions. The 5-percent 
salary increase on our present payroll would cost a little less than $100 
million; the remaining $30,400,000 is to eliminate inequities. In the 
elimination of inequities 81.9 percent of that money would go to rank- 
and-file employees whose starting rates are being increased, such as 
the mail handlers, clerks, and carriers. There are other cases where, 
in addition to the 5-percent increase, substantial adjustments are given 
to larger groups who are considered to be presently underpaid in re- 
lation to other employees in the postal service ; 7.6 percent would go to 
the supervisors, and 10.5 percent would go to eliminate inequities 
among postmasters. 
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I would like to call your attention to a little note on the bottom of 
the page which states in effect that if all of this money in total was 
distributed among these nonsupervisory employees, each one of them 
would get 23 cents a week more. In other words, compared to our 
total payroll, what we require to eliminate present inequities 1s very 
small. 

The following page, which is page 6, indicates a comparison between 
the cost of living percentagewise since 1939 and the increases per- 
centagewise in the salaries of regular clerks and letter carriers since 
1939; and you will note in that simple graph that the clerks and car- 
riers lag behind the cost of living consistently from 1939 until late 
in 1951, which was when Congress gave them substantial salary in- 
creases, and their percent of increase then passed that of the cost of 
living. At the right-hand side of the graph is a projection of the 
effect in relation to the cost of living of the proposed salary plan which 
we are recommending. 

Senator Pastore. May I ask another question, Mr. Lyons. Turn- 
ing to page 10 of the Postmaster General's statement, it says: 

Where the postmaster has long service and is receiving the extra $100, $200, 
or $300 authorized in the longevity grades, the clerk may advance a comparable 
amount higher than is the case when the new postmaster is appointed and paid 
only the base salary for the position. Thus, when the long service postmaster 
retires and the new man is appointed, the clerk’s salary is reduced to place the 
clerk $100 below the postmaster. 

Does that happen automatically ? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pasrore. In other words, automatically the man takes a 
cut in pay? 

Mr. Lyons. Under the present law, yes. That is a rather strange 
situation, but what happened was that the Congress enacted Public 
Law 134 and anmantad to prevent the clerk from going ahead of the 
postmaster in salary. 

Senator Pastore. It is not a bad idea. 

Mr. Lyons. No, that idea is fine, except that what happened was 
that the salary range of the clerk was set high enough so that he could 
go ahead of the postmaster if the postmaster who was on a single rate 
was in one of the lower receipt echelons, so the result was that the 
»ostmaster completed 3 years of service and he got a $100 longevity 
increase, and that also permitted the clerk to go a little higher in his 
salary range. When the postmaster happened to get $200 or $300 the 
clerk could go to the maximum of his salary range. The new post- 
master who came in wouldn’t have the longevity increases, so back 
goes the salary of the clerk. That is what happened, although it 
wasn’t intended. 

Senator Monroney. In that case the postmaster would be working, 
if he was a new postmaster, for several hundred dollars less. This 
booklet shows on page 2 under “Key positions,” item 22, that a fore- 
man of mails’ range of pay under the new bill is $4,530 to $5,460, and 
the range of pay under the new bill for postmaster, third-class office, 
is $4,530 to $5,460 also. 

Mr. Lyons. You see, the postmasters, third class, do not have under 
them foremen of the mail. 
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Senator Monronery. Well, the postmaster, first class, is to receive 
a proposed salary range of $6,380 to $7,700, which is the same for 
superintendent. 

Mr. Lyons. He doesn’t have a superintendent. Only when the size 
of an office is as large, such as those in Chicago and New York, do you 
have that. It is those ver y large offices where you have, in other words, 
a tour superintendent who would have reporting to him general fore- 
men who in turn would have reporting to them foremen, who in turn 
have a large number of clerks and carriers. 

Senator Monronry. On page 3 you have postmaster, first-class 
office, receiving a lesser proposed salary range than some assistant 
postmasters, first-class office. Are those different offices that have 
to be classified ? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, they are different offices. 

Senator Monroney. Alongside of each other, you also have an 
assistant postmaster and postmaster, both first-class office, receiving 
the same salary range. 

Mr. Lyons. They happen to be in the same salary level. For in- 
stance, right now we have a postmaster in one size office getting exactly 
the same salary that an assistant postmaster does in a much larger 
size office. You always have that overlap and it is perfectly nor mal 
and accepted. You can see the reasons by looking at the position 
descriptions. Fifty of them are in the bill. There is no mystery about 
that. 

Senator Monroney. Let me ask you, your key positions Nos, 12, 13, 
and 14 would raise more than three-fifths of your Sicitte thal 
is, the city carriers, distribution clerks and window clerks—so ac- 
cording to your figures the people in those groups who would be 
affected would be around 300 000 people? 

Mr. Lyons. That’s right. 

Senator Monroney. Now, can you give us some information of the 
present pay rates in the pay ’ scales of city carriers, for example ? 

Mr. Lyons. As shown in the booklet the pr esent salary of the clerk 

and the city. letter carrier is $3,270 to $4,070. That is, exclusive of 
the longevity grades. The longevity grades add $300 to that, but we 
are only talking now of base s salary. The new schedule for those 
same people would be $3,590 to $4,280, and if you will look in the 
booklet on page 13 you will see the level for per annum rates and steps 
for that position, which is level No. 4, pertaining to the new salary 
schedule of $3,590 to $4,280. That gives you a total of seven rates 
including the starting rate. It means that the employee begins at 
$3,590 and advances each year $115 until he reaches $4,280. 

Senator Monronry. What I would like to ask about is whether 
you are replacing the present nine steps in grade based on longevity 
by any other system? 

Mr. Lyons. We are replacing the present 9 steps in the clerk and 

carrier salary range with the 7 steps shown in this range, that is all. 

Senator Monroney. You mean there will be 7 instead of 9? 

Mr. Lyons. That’s right. 

Senator Monroney. Let me ask you now, at the present time is there 
extra pay for heavy duty perfor med? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, for the rural carriers only. 

Senator Monronry. And there is no extra pay excepting the lon- 
gevity pay for the present city routes? 
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Mr. Lyons. No, sir: because the present city routes are estat! shed 
so that as nearly as possible each carrier has about the same load and 
they rearrange the routes as to population when necessary. 

Senator Monroney. I don’t see any provisions for rural carriers. 

Mr. Lyons. The rural carrier schedule is in the booklet also; it is 
on page 14. 

Senator Monroney. Does this change that classification in any way ‘ 

Mr. Lyons. It gives them a salary increase and also places them 
within 7 steps instead of the present 9. In other words, the man gets 
to the top in 2 years less time than in the old schedule. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you are not really simplifying 
anything except that you are making two less longevity steps? 

Mr. Lyons. No, sir, these steps have nothing to do with longevity. 
These are just automatic increments per annum. Longevity doesn’t 
begin until the man has 13 years service. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, what happens to those three 
fifths of the people in the post office that I spoke of is merely a redue- 
tion of 9 automatic increases to 7 automatic increases: is that right ? 
I mean, there is nothing really done in solving the complicated pay 
structure of those three-fifth of the employees except the reducing of 
the automatic increases from 9 steps to ¢ steps; is that right 

Mr. Lyons. The present pay structure is not complicate 1d as to those 
three-fifths, but it 1s very complex taking all of them into considera- 
tion. 

Senator Monroney. Since three-fifths of your employees are wor 
ried to death about what might happen to them, couldn't you take 
care of your other jobs in which you have 3—in a reclassification and 
work on that so as to quiet the fears of these people who think they 
are going to be reclassified out ? 

Mr. Lyons. That is just what we a to do by specifically 
providing their position descriptions in the bill and putting their 

salary ranges in the bill, and if you look at the bill you will find all 
of that in there. 

Senator Monroney. They are afraid they will be shifted around and 
be classified into some other fields of postal work: a clerk doesn’t want 
to be transferred to a job of a carrier and vice versa; and they don’t 
feel that they have any protection against such reclassification in this 
bill. 

Mr. Lyons. This bill doesn’t do anything in that regard at all. 
They receive as near complete protection as is humanly possible under 
this bill, and I doubt if those fears which you mentioned are at all 
venuine. 

Senator Monroney. One more question, please. I wanted to clarify 
some of this language here. Under your present regulations, I don’t 
think it’s in the law, longevity and seniority is protected as one of the 
primary things that must be considered in promotion. It has alw: ays 
been a matter of strong feeling on the part of the post: al workers that 
«i man who has had 20 years in the postal service ought to be given 
consideration over a man who has 5 years of such service in promo- 
tions to jobs of a greater responsibility. 

Now, on page 95 of the bill which has a savings clause apparently 
to give the employees the same such benefits to the same extent as 
though the sections of the act of May 3, 1950, remained in effect. 
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Does that savings clause also infer that seniority in consideration for 
promotion is not repealed in this act ? 

That is on page 95, up on the top, lines 3 to 6. 

Mr. Lyons. No, that has nothing to do with promotion in the sense 
of being promoted to a supervisory position. It is a savings clause 
to give him the credit he has He obtained for these longevity 
increases which are given at the end of 13, 18, 25 years of service. 

Senator Monroney. Is there any clause in the bill which provides 
protection of seniority in consideration of promotions to new job 
responsibilities ? 

Mr. Lyons. Nothing specifically gives protection to seniority. The 
Department’s practice and policy has been in filling these positions 
on the basis of these examinations that first of all no employee who 
wasn’t at the seventh step and who had not had at least 6 years’ service 
was permitted to take the examination for a supervisory position. 
That results, of course, in seniority being given consideration in de- 
termining first, those who are permitted to take the examination and 
then when the appointment is made there is further consideration 
given to length of service. We do not believe that you can promote 
automatically, solely on the basis of length of service, because there 
are other qualifications that are essential for a.man to make a good 
supervisor; but we do give very strong consideration to seniority and 
it would still be the policy of the Department to do that. 

Senator Monroney. There is nothing in this act to insure that? 

Mr. Lyons. No, there is not. 

Senator Pasrore. Directing your attention to page 35 of the bill, 
S. 773, subsection 6 under duties and responsibilities, it reads: 

As the needs of the service require, may perform other related duties of the 
same or lower level as assigned; occasionally, may perform duties of a higher 
level. 

That sentence seems to me rather objectionable. Will you explain 
what it means? 

Mr. Lyons. Well, first of all, we need that sentence in order to avoid 
being forced to change an employee’s salary who happens to be occa- 
sionally or off and on assigned to duties which are not of the same 
level as his normal position duties. If there were not some sort of 
a saving clause there, when we made the assignment to lower level 
duties the General Accounting Office would require us then to reduce 
the man’s salary, and that we did not wish to do just for an occa- 
sional job of that nature. 

Senator Pastore. Why would you have to reduce the salary if you 
were going to increase the level of the duties of an employee ? 

Mr. Lyons. You wouldn’t in that case. 

Senator Pasrore. I am talking about the second part of the 
sentence. 

Mr. Lyons. I see. Well, occasionally, for instance, for training pur- 
poses you may use a man for duties that are higher than those of his 
normal position. Occasionally means infrequently; it says “occa- 
sionally, may perform duties of a higher level.” I believe that that 
would be absolutely essential to prevent the practice of trying to jump 
a man’s salary up for working 15 minutes at some job at some posi- 
tion that normally wasn’t a part of his job. 
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Senator Pasrorr. On the other hand, would you expect a man who 
was performing duties of a higher level to do those duties without 
being compensated at a higher level ? 

Mr. Lyons. No, sir; not if he performs them regularly. 

Senator Pastore. Who is going to determine what “occasionally” 
means? Occasionally may mean 6 hours a day. 

Mr. Lyons. I think that is an interesting question. The reason 
that we recommended the use of “occasionally” is that it has been 
interpreted in union agreements outside of the Government service, 
and it has been interpreted by the courts as well as by arbitrators to 
mean small intervals of time. It is very clear that you couldn’t have 
a man perform regularly 5 minutes a day these higher level duties 
without paying him for it. The dictionary definition of “occasion- 
ally” is pretty well held up under the court decisions. 

Senator Pastore. Don’t you think that could be defined under law 
in some way ? 

Mr. Lyons. I would have no objection whatsoever. 

Senator Pastore. I mean the fellow who works at another level 
would be arguing with the boss on what “occasionally” means, and 
all that time would be spent in debate instead of running the post 
office. 

One more question: You say that after this classification becomes 
effective it is to be referred to the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. Lyons. No; only in the case of an employee who believes that 
his position has not been classified correctly. 

Senator Pastore. I am just thinking out loud now. What would 
be your objection once this classification is set up that before it be- 
comes effective it is referred to the Civil Service Committee and the 
committees of the Congress, the House, and the Senate for a period 
of 60 days before it t: ikes effect # 

Mr. Lyons. I would have no objection to it, sir. I think it would 
delay the effective date of the bill. 

Senator Pastorr. Not the increase-pay provisions. I think we 
should take a look at the complete reclassification before it is put into 
effect. 

Mr. Lyons. You are speaking here, of course, of only 8 percent of all 
personnel, the supervisory personnel ? 

Senator Pastore. Even so, and you have in front of you a second 
estimated sheet on which there is the allocation of these totals in all 
positions which would give all the position titles of those who would 
be classified. I am merely saying, Don’t you think it would have a 
salutary effect with all the people involved if they felt that before 
all this became effective that this is a job which is going to be sub- 
mitted to those branches, without taking anything away from the Post 
Office Department, but just to show the imparti: ality of this proposal, 
by submitting it not only to the Civil Service Committee but also to 
the two committees of the Congress that are very much interested in 
this classification before it takes effect? 

Mr. Lyons. As I said, I would have no objection to it. 

Senator Pastore. What does the Postmaster General have to say as 
to that? 

59149558 
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Mr. Summerrie.p. We tried to find the fairest possible language to 

interpret our wishes and objectives on this thing, but if the language 
‘an be improved without making it inoperative it is fine w ith us. 

Mr. Lyons. You will find rel: atively few of these jobs that aren't 
actually set forth accurately in the bill. Of course, there is no appeal 
when the Congress sets the salary range for the position. There 
would only be a few employees in jobs possibly that are not covered 
by these position descriptions. 

Senator Pasrore. Let us assume that a postmaster in Boston thought 
that he is being treated unfairly in comparison with the postmaster 
in New York. What recourse would he have / 

Mr. Lyons. With the Civil Service Commission. 

Senator Pastore, On what basis 4 

Mr. Lyons. On the basis that we haven’t properly classified his po- 
sition in relation to the key classifications in the bill. If he really felt 
he was being discriminated against in some way, I think we is fully 
protected by the provisions of the bill. 

Senator Pastore. Asa matter of course, do you think he would have 
these rights to establish his grievance or defend his position before 
the classification came into effect, I don’t say in 60 days, in 30 days, 
say, just to allay the fears of a lot of people who think this is some- 
thing new, that it is going to hurt them ¢ 

Mr. Lyons. Well, you “will find, I believe, that people affected by 
this, this small percentage, will be represented before the committee 
by the two postmaster associations and the supervisors’ association. 

They have expressed no fears of any kind in connection with that. 

Senator Pasrorr. You mean they are going to endorse this bill? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir; strongly. 

Senator Pastore. As far as you know, Mr. Lyons, why are some of 
the other groups opposing this bill ? 

Mr. Lyons. Well, I have heard from two groups, the Federation 
of Post Office Clerks and the group consisting of the letter carriers. 
Now, there appear to be different reasons for the 2 groups opposing 
it: One, they feel that the percentage of increase, the 5 percent should 
be greater than 5 percent. 

Senator Pasrorr. I mean, leaving that out. 

Mr. Lyons. Leaving that out, they have suggested certain changes 
in the language contained in position deser iptions and in other parts 
of it that have been partially worked out before the House committee. 
They are rather minor. I don’t think they affect the greater part of 
the bill. 

Senator Pastore. Do I understand that the classifications with ref- 
erence to clerks and letter carriers is spelled out in the bill itself ? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cartson. The Senator from Rhode Island made a rather 
interesting suggestion that is rather new here. What would happen if 
we follow ed his: suggestion with regard to securing approval on a 30- or 
60-day basis by Congress or the committees of the House and Senate 
or Civil Service Committee, that would in fact delay the actual enact- 
ment of the act and delay the earlier payment of the salary increases / 
How would that ig 

Senator Pasrore. I don’t mean that at all. I don’t mean to have it 
go through like the reorganization bill. The bill would go into effect 
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immediately. I am speaking now of the reclassifications with refer 
ence to these supervi isors and what have you. 

Senator Cartson. Individually; is that your idea ? 

Senator Pastore. No; to have the schedule handed to the Civil 
Service Committee and to the Post Office Committee of the House ame 
Senate and remain here for a period of 30 days before the classifies 
tion takes effect. I mean, this wouldn’t have to be by any act a 
Congress. 

The Cuarrman. It wouldn't go into etlect for 6 months anyway. | 
think the committees should make a close examination of any proposal 
affecting the postal employees. 

Senator Pasrore. Whatever the case might be; in other words to 
give assurance that this isn’t a one-man affair. 

Mr. SumMerrFievp. All interested agencies of Government are going 
to have an opportunity to look at this before it becomes effective. 

Senator Caruson. I have a very high regard for the Senator of 
Rhode Island, and I want to think this through a little. It is an in 
teresting proposal. 

Mr. Lyons. It will take roughly 6 months to complete evaluation 
of all the positions. 

Senator Pastore. But before it did become effective, to allay the 
suspicion and fears of many people that this may be an innovation of 
tremendous proportions, it might be helpful if the Civil Service Com- 
mittee and the committees of Congress had a right to look at it for 
a period of 30 days before it became effective—and it would become 

flective automatically—but I am merely thinking out loud. The 
people who are working in these various post-office positions will 
know then that this is being taken care of and will have nothing to 
worry about because Senator Johnston is going to look at it for 30 
days. 

That is precisely what Iam getting at. 

Mr. Lyons. I am sure we can ask the organizations which represent 
these people who are affected. The effect of it would be to delay it 
another month. 

Senator Pastore. In that event you would send it up for 30 days 
before your 6 months elapsed. 

Mr. Lyons. If I could get it finished, we would, sit 

Senator Pastore. You want 6 months to do a job, but 30 days is 
catastrophic. I can’t understand that. 

Mr. Lyons. I don’t think it’s catastrophic at all. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Pastore, since they have admitted that 
there is practically no change in the status of the three-fifths of the em- 
ployees and yet this is being sold on the basis that it is going to great 
ly increase and improve and simplify the operation of the Post Office 
Department, why wouldn’t we consider the bill without the 300,000 
city carriers, distribution clerks and window clerks in it and take 
more study on that and allow these increases to take place as to these 
people under present law ? 

You just said that instead of 9 steps which are mainly on the length 
of service, you get 7. I don’t see how you will increase and improve 
and simplify anything, unless there is something in this bill that 
hasn’t been testified to, so why not leave them out because those three- 
fifths of your employees will worry you to death, and this might mean 
that some of them might be janitors and some of them get demoted 
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all around the place, so why not eliminate them, unless you can give 
us some reason why these ieee in classification in respect to these 
three titles will improve the postal service. 

Mr. Lyons. Then I think the committee ought to have it. It will 
be increasing the starting salary substantially more than 5 percent 
for these 3 groups, and that is 1 point. As I said it will also require 
only 6 years as compared to the present 8 years to reach the top salary 
of those positions, exclusive of longevity. Finally, the salary struc- 
ture, you will note, for these positions, is related to the salary structure 
for the rest. And finally, if you will look at the estimated number 
of employees 

Senator Monroney. Right there you say that you don’t intend to 
reclassify all of the employees. You extend them all a minimum of 
5 percent increase. 

Mr. Lyons. That’s right, and that is why we recommend the 5 per- 
cent becoming effective on enactment, and the remainder of it being 
completed in 6 months. 

Senator Monroney. I still want to know just how the efficiency of 
the Post Office Department is going to be improved on dealing with 
the city carriers, distribution clerks, and window clerks, as the only 
change you say will be made will be a matter of establishing a schedule 
of pay increments which will enable them to reach the top range of pay 
in 6 years instead of 8 years. 

Mr. Lyons. Some clerks, if you will look at that page in the booklet, 
fall into the salary level of No. 4, and some in the level above, level 
5. There are some that will go in level 6, roughly $6,000 because 
their positions are substantially more responsible than the positions 
of strictly a window clerk and also the distribution clerks. Some em- 
ployees under the position title of clerk are used as administrative 
assistants to the Postmaster. Of course, they would benefit con- 
siderably by the reclassification. 

Senator Monroney. This would leave people out. 

Mr. Lyons. They are already in the positions. 

Senator Monronry. There is nothing in this act that would pro- 
hibit them, if you would leave them in their present job classifications, 
from accepting promotions ? 

Mr. Lyons. I honestly believe that you need to do the whole job 
at once in order to get a uniform, related, and equitable status for all 
employees. Now, I am sure that as they go over it that we can satisfy 
these people except that we will never be able to satisfy them. That 
5 percent is a sufficient increase. I am sure they wouldn’t be satisfied 
if we recommended 10 percent. Then they would seek 15 percent. 
But I am sure that we can satisfy them that the remainder of the bill 
will not work to their disadvantage even though it doesn’t give them 
the sizable increase they seek. 

Senator Pasrore. If the Congress raised this 5 percent increase, do 
you think that the President of the United States would veto the bill ? 

Mr. Summerrievp. I call your attention to this chart, Senator, and 
if you will look at that chart showing the cost of living increase and 
compare the job structure with similar work on other industries, even 
in the higher cost areas of the country as against the lower cost areas, 
as for instance in the great State of South Carolina, you will find that 
these recommendations are equitable, fair, dependable, and entirely 
justified. 
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Senator Pastore. Well, now you were almost a year in recommend- 
ing the 5 percent and the year is passed. Now, how would you make 
up that 5 percent? It is 314 percent since the last time you gave an 
increase. Surely that is a definite loss to them; isn’t it? 

Mr. SummerrievD. Everything the Department felt it could justi- 
fiably take into consideration is in this bill, sir. 

Senator Pastore. And you feel that 5 percent is a proper amount ? 

Mr. SUMMERFIELD. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pasrorr. Would you recommend that it be raised from 5 
percent to 7 or 10 percent ? 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. I believe that any substantial change in this bill 
would lead me to feel, after reading it through very carefully and 
after considering any new information which the committee or the 
Congress or anyone else may submit which we may have overlooked— 
or unless there were some other facts with which we are not familiar— 
it would lead me to feel at the moment that I would not recommend 
the signing of the bill. 

Senator Monroney. It is just take it or leave it; is that right / 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. Senator, please don’t put words in my mouth. 

Senator Monroney. I am cies a question. Yes or no? 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I have listened to what you had to say, but I just 
don’t understand why you recommended a veto of the bill last year 
that provided pay increases for all Federal employees just because the 
Congress refused to increase the 3-cent stamp to 4 cents. Postal and 
Federal employees need and must have a wage increase; even you have 
agreed with that. 

Mr. Summerrietp. Mr. Chairman, we are genuinely interested in 
getting this pay bill enacted into law. 

The CuatrMan. But are you going to wait for the budgets to be 
balanced before you approve one? 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. It is not my prerogative, Mr. Chairman. I have 
nothing to say about the budget. ‘That is a legislative matter. 

The CHarrMAN. On your suggestion, President vetoed it last year 
because the Republican controlled Congress did not increase the price 
of the 3-cent stamp. Even vetoed the bill that increased the salaries 
of employees who have no relation to the Post Office Department. 
Don’t you think the employees should get their deserved increase 
regardless of what is done with the budget ? 

Senator Pasrore. I don’t mean to get into an argument about this, 
Mr. Summerfield, I merely want to get your reaction on it. You say 
this 5 percent is predicated upon a comparison made of jobs of like 
responsibility in private industry ? 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. That is one of the factors. 

Senator Pasrore. What are the other factors. I am trying to find 
out for the longest time exactly what is the formula here for our 
choosing 5 percent. 

Mr. Lyons. We arrived at this 5 percent over the present salary 
schedule in order to place the Post Office Department’s salary struc- 
ture on a competitive basis with that of other employers so that we 
could hire a better or at least an average quality of an employee. That 
is how that salary structure was based, begining with the janitor. 
Now, we have a national salary structure, as you know. It is the same 
in one city as it isin another. We took these large cities and obtained 











114 SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


the data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics along with a description 
of the work that is involved, and on page 7 you will notice the position 
of janitor. That is common to industry. 

The CuarMan. Now, let me tell you why, I mean in making that 
comparison. You see, we in Congress realize that the people in the 
lower echelons have families to support and the rise in the cost of 
living has hit them hardest so we have always set a floor. Are you 
going to admit that every time you go beyond that floor you throw 
the whole classification system out of gear / 

Mr. Lyons. That’s right. 

Senator Pastore. Now, we have set the floor with reference to 
janitors and they also get an added benefit percentagewise from peo- 
ple who are in grades 8. 9, and 10 or whiat have you, That is the rea 
son I say to you, if you are taking the comparison in the janitorial 
field you will find the janitors that work for the Government compare 

rather well with janitors who work in private industry, which will 
not be true if you make a comparison in the case of a letter carrier. 

In other words, I think that the basis is artificial when you com- 
pare janitors because over a period of years the several increases we 
have granted to the United States Government as to the steno- 
graphers in Government compare even better than some stenographers 
in private industry, and maybe janitors, but you can’t say the same 
thing about clerks and letter carriers. 

Mr. Lyons. Would you mind looking at the additional charts? I 
started out with janitors because that is the lowest level, but also there 
is a comparison for truckdrivers, shipping and receiving clerks, and 
a comparison for accounting clerks, which is a re: asonable comparison. 

Senator Pastore, Let’s take truckdrivers. 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir, let us take them. You will find that compari- 
son at page 10 of the little booklet. You will note that the position 
is described and the size of the truck is described along with it. 
This compares with the bulk of the. Post Office Department truck- 
drivers, not with the large tractor-trailer type trucks which we oper- 
ate. That particular position would be at a higher level than is 
the case here, but this is the average-size truck at which we use a 
great many. <As to a medium truck, 114- to 4-ton truck, this the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics’ description. These are the average wages 
paid in the cities for that position as compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 

Senator Pastore. You mean that they match or that they are on 
a higher level ? 

Mr. Lyons. Generally speaking, the positions are within the range 
proposed by the Post Office Department. If you look at the bottom, 
at the right-hand side of the book on that page you will see the 
proposed post office pay range as being from $3,590 to $4,280. Now, 
the only city that goes above on the aver: age is San Francisco. All 
the rest of them are within that range. 

Mr. Brawrey. Let us take C hicago. Is that the starting salary of 
the truckdriver in Chicago in private industry 4 

Mr. Lyons. It is not the starting salary but the average salary of 
the truckdriver. Because of the length of service of our truckdrivers 
the great bulk of them will be at $4280. I should judge probably 
80 percent of them. 
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Senator Monroney. This is the same range that we are talking 
about on the three-fifth of your employees, and on the next page 1s 
the shipping and receiving clerk. Is it your opinion that those jobs 
more nearly compare to the jobs of the post office letter carriers and 
clerks who carry their mail on their backs than these two 
classifications ¢ 

Mr. Lyons. I don’t intend that these compare to the position of 
letter carrier. I say that the duties and responsibilities would place 
them at the same level as the position of letter carrier. 

You will note here that we have used for this particular position 
shipping and receiving clerk. Now if we use bank clerks, for in- 
stance, their salaries would be way below what is shown here, but 
we used shipping and receiving clerks because it was nearer the level 
of some of our clerks than would be the case of bank clerks; and if 
you will note at the top of the page in each one of these is the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics’ description on which they compile these rates. 
In other words, they just didn’t use a job title to compare, they used 
a definite set of duties as specified, showing the responsibilities of 
that position. 

Senator Monronry. You think the responsibilities of those posi- 
tions are quivalent to those in handling mail, or going through the 
handling of money or inspectors watching the routes and all of those 
kind of things that are necessary in the public service 

Mr. Lyons. I do. 

Senator MonroneEy. You will be satisfied then to have any truck 
driver or shipping clerk qualify as a letter carrier or a post office 
clerk? 

Mr. Lyons. Provided he would pass the examinations that are 
required. 

Senator Monroney. And the duties of an employee of the Gov- 
ernment are no more responsible or would not be regarded as any 
more complicated than that of the truckdriver or the shipping and 
receiving clerk? 

Mr. Lyons. Generally speaking, you will see that we treat the Gov- 
ernment employees much better because I don’t believe you can cite 
a ~~ company in private industry that has over 5 weeks vacation 
for 15 years of service, or the vacation periods that are afforded to 
the newer employees. I doubt that you can find any private employer 
that is so generous to their rank and file people. 

Senator Monroney. Well, the Congress made it that liberal, I 
think? 

Mr. Lyons. Now, I don’t say that we are offering here a salary 
schedule that is a lot higher than that prevailing in private industry. 
Frankly, when we get into the supervisory levels I did not show 
a chart comparing those persons, because we are substantially lower 
there than the salaries in private industry for comparable responsi- 
bility at the supervisory level, and the higher you get at the super- 
visory levels in Government service the farther below the industry 
level that you find we are paying people. Yet these increases that 
Wwe are proposing in reclassification will come lots closer than we 
are now, substantially closer. 

The supervisory employees and those in the postmaster ranks of the 
postal service particularly are the employees toward whom we have 
been neglectful, because taking those positions and comparing them to 








116 SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


other positions in Government service of similar responsibility you 
find that these jobs not only pay lower than private industry but less 
than any other department of the Government. 

Senator Pastore. This is a question, not my question, but one 
handed to me by the staff. You may answer if you care to and if you 
don’t care to it is all right with me. It says, Mr. Lyons mentioned 
a moment ago that the examination held last year by the Post Office 
Department was to establish promotions to supervisory positions and 
it is my understanding that some 50,000 employees took this examina- 
tion and that appropriate registers were established. Very few have 
been appointed from this register, yet the Post Office Department has 
just announced another examination which I understand will replace 
the other. The question should be asked as to why it is necessary to 
hold another examination at this time while adequate registers are 
now available? 

Do you care to comment? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir; I will comment. 

It is true that adequate registers are now available in some offices. 
In other offices, however, they are exhausted. There have been a sub- 
stantial number of promotions made from those registers. Asa matter 
of fact, what occurs is something like this: 

As district and regional offices are established, people from post 
offices are placed in the positions of district manager and regional 
manager. That opens up a whole series of promotions within that 
post office in which that man left. There is also the factors of retire- 
ments and other things. Now, the first examination that was given, 
frankly, was an experiment. There were many things wrong with it. 
We have explained that to the organizations representing the partici- 
pants in the examination. We think that this second one is greatly 
superior, that it will come at lot closer to being a fair test than the 
previous one; and finally, there were a great many complaints the 
last time that the employees who took the examination were given 
nothing in the way of direction for preparation, no training, nothing. 
Well, this time we tried to prepare those who wish to help themselves 
by furnishing them with a kind of an outline of the examination, what 
it would entail and sample questions, in a study booklet which I 
believe will give a fair break to the longer-service man. Unfortunate- 
ly the other examination was more difficult in some respects for the 
longer-service man than it was for the fellow who just got out of 
high school and was used to taking examinations. 

Senator Pasrore. In other words, with this system you are helping 
the man who has the experience and who wasn’t able to utilize it in 
the first examination ? 

Mr. Lyons. We firmly believe so, sir. 

The Cratrman. You said that if you promoted one employee from 
the post office to say, a district manager job, that would open up a 
series of promotions in that particular post office. How many do you 
have working in the regional offices now ? 

Mr. Lyons. 535 in Operations. 

The Cuarrman. Of those, how many are going to receive $14,800? 

Mr. Lyons. There are only 15 that go to $14,800. 

The Cuatrman. How much of an increase is that? What are these 
people presently receiving ? 

Mr. Lyons. That is 15 employees in all. 
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The CHamrman. Are you going to increase them to $14,800? 

Mr. Lyons. We would like very much for a regional director to go 
that high if that were possible. 

The number is shown here on page 4 of that little booklet. On page 
4 you will find the number in that higher salary level of $14,800, 15 
employees in all. On the right-hand side of the column is the number 
of employees, and it is the only position. 

The CuHatrmMan. I believe the Postmaster General stated it would 
cost $5 million to set up the regional offices. 

Mr. Hook. $4,900,000. 

The Cuarirman. For establishing the regional office. I would like 
to know where you get the legal authority to establish these regional 
offices ? 

Mr. Hoox. I don’t know. I never went into that. 

Mr. SumMerrietp. I never knew that I stated that, Senator. I 
may have. 

The CHarrman. I just want to know where you get the legal author- 
ity to establish these offices / 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. No agency of the Government indicated it re- 
quired any authority to do so. 

The Cuatrman. During the 82d Congress this committee was called 
on to consider legislation to grant such authority. The committee did 
not grant it. Now you come along and do it anyway. Where did 
you get the authority ? 

Mr. Lyons. Just so there isn’t a false impression on this one point, 
it is true that the salaries in the regional offices when completed 
may total $4,900,000 a year as to the total cost of those offices. That 
isn't a net increase in expense by any means because most of those 
regional offices make savings in the overall costs that more than com- 
pensate for the salaries of the district and regional managers. 

The Cuartrman. In what way? 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. In practically every way, sir. 

The Cuatrman. In establishing one more step of authority between 
you and the field post offices ? 

Mr. Lyons. The authority is delegated to those people who take 
actions which formerly came into Washington. Now, part of the re- 
gional organization’s salaried people are personnel people. We have 
never had a personnel organization in the Post Office Department be- 
fore, or training positions, for instance, training directors, those are 
completely new. We just didn’t have them at all. We were not doing 
any training on a national basis at all. 

Senator Pastore. What does it intend to do? 

The Cuatrman. Have you reduced your personnel in the Wash- 
ington office ? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrman. How much? How many in the higher grades? 

Mr. Hoox. We reduced the total net to about 199. 

The CuatrMan. How many top administrators have you reduced 
in the Washington office ? 

Mr. Lyons. Senator, the people in the Department here are not 
under the postal field salary bill. Those are under the Civil Service 
Reclassification Act of 1949. 

The Cuatrman. Of your Washington executives, how many have 
you reduced in the last 2 years ? 
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Mr. Hoox. You mean in the Department ‘ 

The Cuatrman. Y es, in your Department, here in Washington. 

Mr. Hook. I doubt if we decreased any. That is not the purpose 
of decentralization. You can’t build a strong management organiza- 
tion if you don’t build it strong at the top. "That's the w ay you save 
money. 

Senator Pasrorr. What is the purpose of the regional office, to 
decentralize Washington ? 

Mr. Hoox. To take the operation of the field service of the post 
office to where the people are, where decisions have to be made. 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. Senator, you couldn't possibly get an efficient 
Post Office Department and continue to operate out of one office in 
Washington. 

Senator Pasrore. Was that the case ? 

Mr. SumMerFieLD. Yes. No industry that I know of has ever been 
successful without some degree of decentralization. The Postmaster 
General is responsible for the efficient operation of the post office 
under any and all circumstances. He must anticipate conditions of 
tomorrow as well as the conditions that may exist today. The decen- 
tralization and regionalization is absolutely necessary for administra- 
tive action under all conditions, in order to see that proper administra- 
tion, supervision, and authority to act upon the policies set down by 
the W ashington office and the statutes provided by the Congress are 
properly accomplished. If you are going to have an efficient opera- 
tion in the field and do away with this mass of paper shuffling that 
has been going on for years ‘which has caused months and months of 
delay in the handling of the most trivial matters, you must have de- 
centralization. 

In addition to the economic factors involved, which I am sure over 
the years will prove very, very satisfactory to everyone concerned, 
there is another factor we have to consider, and that is the matter 
of providing the efficient operation of the Department under condi- 
tions when we are not at peace. You had until a few weeks ago in the 
Washington office a concentration of records pertaining to manage- 
ment which constituted such a situation that if anything were to hap- 
pen to your Washington office and to those records for ‘which we are 
responsible, you w ell could have faced a situation where your ahahe 
system would be in a position of not operating effectively. 

I am sure that it isn’t necessary for me to dwell at great length 
on what could happen to us. You gentlemen have all participated in 
the passage of legislation calling for the necessar y steps that have 
to be taken for the defense of this Nation. We are recognizing our 
part in that defense of this Nation in the maintenance of our opera- 
tions in times of war as well as in times of peace, and one of the 
things we are responsible for is the proper distribution of records 
essential to carrying on under any and all conditions, so we can and 
will be able to operate the Post Office Department in a way that it 
must operate in the interests of this country. If dec entralization were 
not necessary as an administrative action, which it is, of course it 
would be vital to efficient operation when we are not at peace. 

Decentralization is made necessary in the times we are living in, 
and without going into detail I can assure you that. your Post Office 
Department will be able to function as it should primarily because 

of our decentralization program. 
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Senator Pastore. Merely to get your thinking on the subject, Mr. 
Summerfield, why didn’t you put it on a statewide basis, why regional ¢ 
Why was it necessary to break it down to 15 regions, why couldn't 
you have broken it down to 48 States and bring it right home / 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. You see, the idea of decentralization of a great 
industry is not one of my own creation. The decentralization of 
industry, in and out of business, isn't something new, but something 
that time itself has developed. Breaking down the officers in those 
15 regions has been following a pattern that industry has been follow 
ing and found to be the most workable, and recommendations to follow 
those lines were made in this instance. It isn’t something that we 
had a hot flash about some morning and proceeded to do. L can 
say to you that this decentralization program is one of the most im 
portant things that ever happened in the Post Office Department in 
generations, and I think that before many months go by you will be 
completely satisfied that that is true, and sometimes when you are in 
executive session, if you care to have me come back I will be very glad 
to discuss decentralization even more fully. 

Mr. Pasrorr. Yes. 

And there is another thing I would like to bring up. Not long 
ago someone I knew made a visit to some of the offices out in the field 
and he made a statement after being to some of those places that the 
conditions under which our inmates in the State prisons work are 
better than some places he saw some postal workers in as to the lighting 
and heating and sanitation conditions that were existent. 

What are the plans of the Post Office Department in relation to this? 

Mr. SuMMERFIELD. Well, the programs we have discussed here this 
morning are those of the overall problems of personnel. 

We are living in a house built over a period of many, many years. 
There have been no buildings constructed with Government funds 
for the Post Office Department since 1938. In the meanwhile the 
population has increased tremendously. Our facilities should be im- 
proved, enlarged, and many new post offices and postal buildings 
built. We have to and we are considering that our job is not only 
planning for today’s needs, but also planning for the needs of tomor 
row. It isa very simple process. Every one of us know that the 
population of this country probably will be in 1975, 200 million people. 
We know what that means in postal volume, the number of people, 
and the physical capacity to handle it. That is one of the reasons we 
are trying to mechanize our rolling equipment of the Post Office 
Department to take men off their feet and put them on wheels wherever 
possible, and that is why we are trying to mechanize and modernize 
some of the equipment within the post offices, why we have an engi- 
neering staff, and why we have to spend a great de al of time and effort 
in trying to devise the machinery, the number of man-hours necessary 
and the space necessary for those people to work. Because our long- 

range objective is to provide an efficient post-office service not only for 
today but for the next 20 years, and we are trying to approach that 
on that kind of a broad basis; and in the process there isn’t any 
reason why, in addition to providing probably the greatest job oppor- 
tunity that anyone who worked for the Federal Government can 
have in the Post Office Dep: artinent, we cannot strive for ideal working 
conditions. We are progressing as rapidly as we can on our paint 
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and lighting program within the limits of the fund made available 
to us. 

I agree with you that the conditions in many post offices are deplor- 
able. I just heard from one of my northern friends where there was 
an office with light fixtures hanging on the wall which had been there 
for 40 years. We are correcting that situation as fast as we can. 

Senator Pastore. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. Aprams. Senator, I would like to make an observation on this 
lighting and painting program. Realizing just exactly what you gen- 
tlemen have seen where a man works, we made a survey of the number 
of square feet that we had within offices where the lighting and paint- 
ing was poor, and it came to 32 million square feet that we would have 
to take care of. At the very minimum, taking care of that lighting and 
painting in modern construction work amounts to $2 per square foot, 
so that is $64 million, which is the very minimum required to do the 
job. 

We had $1 million—$1 million. 

Senator Pasrore. How much did you ask for? 

Mr. Aprams. We asked for and got this time, I believe $10 million. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, I am not aware of the authority 
or lack of authority of the Post Office Department’s question on de- 
centralization. I would like to have the Postmaster General prepare 
a statement so that it would be a part of the record of these hearings. 

The CuatrmMan. That brings back the question of regional offices. 
Mr. Summerfield, do you know about the regional offices of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture that were abolished ? 

Mr. SumMerrie.p. I am not at all familiar with the Department of 
Agriculture, but I can tell you from my own observation that decen- 
tralization is absolutely essential. I would have no other objective 
certainly than to try to improve the postal service. I have no other 
reason for being here. 

The CHatmrMan. Have you been transferring people to these re- 
gional offices ? 

Mr. Aprams. Very little, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Have you transferred people who didn’t want to 
be transferred, who had long years of service here in Washington? 

Mr. Aprams. No, sir. 

The CuHarrmMan. What about the case of this employee who had been 
working in the Department for 39 years and you transferred him from 
Washington to Atlanta, Ga. ? 

Mr. Aprams. You are speaking of Mr. Wright, I believe. 

The Cuatrman. Yes, Mr. Wright; and the date that I talked to you 
about him, you called him that afternoon and told him he would be 
transferred. 

Mr. Aprams. He has not been transferred, sir. 

The CHatrMan. Well, I am glad to hear that. Now, I have never 
met the man before, except when he called me and said he was going to 
be transferred that afternoon, so I am glad he wasn’t. 

Mr. Aprams. You must bear in mind that you just asked a minute 
ago about how many jobs in Washington we were doing away with. 
By the time we have this program completed there will be many jobs 
in Washington that will be done away with. 

The CuatrMan. I was speaking of the higher paid executives. 
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Senator Pastore. I wanted to say, of course, we were speaking of 
the regional offices and of the inconvenience of management, but | am 
of the firm belief that there is too much of a concentration in Wash- 
ington, especially in these times of the atom bomb, and there is no 
earthly reason why we should have everything concentrated here 
and if you move some of this fast social life you have around here out 
that would be the best way to decentralize Washington 

( Laughter.) 

Senator Pastore. And there is no reason when you can travel all 
around the country so fast why everything has to be in Washington. 

The Cuarrman. You have a point there. 

Senator Cartson. [ think this particular schedule and any other 
data that will help us in this proposed legislation we have before 
us Should be made a part of the record. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman, I think in regard to the sched- 
ule we were referring to, beginning on page 1 it would be improved 
if there would be put in the number of: pay rates in the proposed 
salary levels, too, because it is somewhat misleading to show only 
present pay rates. 

Mr. Lyons. The figure would be the same in all instances—seven. 

Senator Monronry. You say it would be the same? 

Mr. Lyons. It would be the same, seven, in all cases. 

Senator Monronery. For janitors, you mean you have 7 and you 
only have 5 now ? 

Mr. Lyons. That’s correct. 

Mr. Braw ey. It is agreed then that the salary plan booklet, the 
analysis of postal pay Dill and summary of estimated number of 
employees in each salary level will be placed in the record. 

The Cratrman. Yes. 

(The documents referred to are annexed hereto, as follows:) 


Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT SALARY PLAN—SCHEDULES AND STATISTICAL 
COMPARISONS, 1955 


Post Office Salary Plan 





Estimated number of employees in positions for which 
salaries would be fired by law 


Employees occupying key positions_____-__________ 


astieathcaibardiln _... 412, 084 

Sn UII ennai caer saat . 32,016 
Postmasters, fourth-class offices__.....______ ie eS kM _... 16, 466 
Total, key and standard positions_________ SN 
Percent of total employment____-_.--___-_- lle peacnsti theese 91.3 








122 


bt te ht tet 
Ono 


— 
> 


4 


— 
om-= 


36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
. Postmaster, Ist class office _ 
42. 


43. 


44. 
5. General superintendent, largest PTS 


46. 
47, 
48. 
49. 
50. 


bs 
PPepsere pyr 


Key positions 


. Janitor 
. Elevator operator _ - 


Order filler a 
Clerk, 3d class office a 
Guard 


. File clerk... eek bled 


Typist 


. Mail handler 

. Garageman. is 

. Motor vehicle operator 

. Special delivery messenger _ - - 
. City carrier __-- ; ; 
. Distribution clerk_______- ; 
. Window clerk 
15. 
. Transfer clerk 

. Distribution clerk, RPO-HPO 
. Claims clerk, paying office aint 
. Postmaster, small 3d class office... _- 
20. 


Automotive mechanic__.-- 


Claims clerk, common and contract 
carriers _ . 


. Postmaster, 3d class office 
2. Foreman, mails 

. Postmaster, 3d class office 
. General foreman, 


RPO__- 
Assistant postmaster, small Ist class 
office 


. Postmaster, 2d class office 

. General foreman, mails- -_- . 
. Postmaster, small Ist class office _ - 

. Building superintendent 

. Postmaster, Ist class office - 


Tour superintendent, incoming and 


outgoing mails 


. Postmaster, 1st class office _- 
33. 
34. 
35. 


Postal inspector _ - -_- 

Postmaster, Ist class office____--- 

Station superintendent, large classi- 
fied station __._- ; 

Assistant postmé aster, ‘Ist class office _- 

Postmaster, Ist class ‘office - 

Assistant postmaster, ist class office _ - 

Postmaster, Ist class office 

Assistant postmaster, Ist class office - 


General superintendent, PTS Divi- 


sion___- 


Assistant postmaster, large Ist class | 


office _ ___ ahie wea 
Postmaster, Ist class ‘office____ 


Division. 
Assistant postmaster, largest lst class 
office. 
Postmaster, Ist class office _- 3 
Postmaster, largest Ist class office 


Postmaster, largest Ist class office____| 
Resigned Grecker .... .........22........ 








ey position data 


| 


Proposed | 


salary 
level 


20 


ee ee ed 





Present pay 
range 


$2, 950-$3, 430 
$2, 770-$3, 070 


$3, 170-$3, 570 | 


$3, 270-$4, 070 
$3, 270-$4, 070 


$3, 170-$3, 470 | 


$3, 170-$3, 470 


$3, 270-$4, 070 | 


$3, 170-$3, 770 


$3, 270-$4, 070 | 


$3, 270-$4, 070 
$3, 270-$4, 070 
$3, 270-$4, 370 


$3, 470-$4, 270 | 
$3, 470-$4, 270 | 


$3, 270-$4, 070 
$2, 883-$3, 645 


$3, 
$2, 
#4, 
$3, 
$5, 


470-$4, 070 
883-$4, 298 
787-$4, 896 
781—-$4, 298 
114-$5, 270 


, 896-$4, 970 
, 770-$5, 070 
, 005-$5, 370 
$5, 370-$5, 570 

$5, 970-$6, 270 
, 670-$6, 170 


}, 270-$5, 670 
, 370-$7, 070 
5, 970-$6, 770 
}, 570-$7, 370 
$6, 470 

$6, 070 
7, 370- 


770-$8, 770 


$7,770 | 


3, 270-$6, 870 | 








$7,070 | 


3, 770-$9, 770 | 


$8, 470 | 


, 970-$8, 470 
$10, 
$8. 
$8, 470 

$11, 
$12, 770-$13, 

$13, 


\$12 2, 000-$12, 


770 


770 | 


470 | 


770 | 


70 | 


800 


Number 
of pay 
rates in 
present 
range 


$2. 870-$3, 270 | 
$2, 970-$3, 370 | 
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Proposed sal- 
ary range 


$2, 870-$3, 470 
$3, 080-$3, 710 
$3, 080-$3, 710 
$3, 080-$3, 710 
$3, 330-$3, 990 
$3, 330-$3, 990 
$3, 330-$3, 990 
$3, 330-$3, 990 
$3, 330-$3, 990 
$3, 590-$4, 280 
$3, 590-$4, 280 
$3, 590-$4, 280 
$3, 590-$4, 280 
$3, 590-$4, 280 





$3, 880-$4, 630 | 


$3, 880-$4, 630 
$3, 880-$4, 630 
$3, 880-$4, 630 


$4, 190-$5, 
$4, 190-$5, 


030 
030 





| $9, 350-$11, 
| $9, 350-$11, 





$10, 300-$12, 


|$10, 300-$12, 
/$11, 400-$13, 


\$11, 400-$13, 


$4, 530-$5, 
$4, 530-$5, 
$4, 890-$5, 


460 
460 
910 


$4, 890-$5, 
$4, 890-$5, 
$5, 280-$6, 
$5, 280-$6, 
$5, 800-$7, 
$5, 800-$7, 


910 
910 
390 
390 
000 
000 


$6, 380-$7, 
$6, 380-$7, 
$7, 020-$8, 
$7, 020-$8, 


$7, 730-$9, 
$7, 730-$9, 
$7, 730-$9, 
$8, 500-$10, 
$8, 500-$10, 


700 
700 
460 
460 


290 
290 
290 
180 
180 
150 
150 
220 
$10, 300-$12, 220 
220 
440 


440 
440 
660 
800 
800 


$11, 400-$13, 
$12, 500-$14, 
$13, 600-$14, 

$14, 





Esti- 
mated 
number 
ofem- 
ployees 


3, 302 
1, 166 
212 

19, 651 
650 

1, 250 
125 
25, 712 
624 

4, 160 
4, 533 
121, 731 
113, 890 
64, 750 
1, 192 
1, 459 
17, 107 
54 

162 


105 
8, 005 
5, 320 
5, O88 

180 


937 
4, 007 
438 
2, 639 


1, 663 


175 
8H5 
122 


15 
54 
120 
44 
54 
15 


34 
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Postal Field Service schedule 
































| 
| 
. Per annum rates and steps | Total 
Step | as he , i 
| Level incre- | Seep | ! |} ment 
ment ‘ai Ge oe 3 4 . 6 > | Step 1 to 
| | i st Dp 
j i iii 1 —— ane is iis — = 
; 
; Liniicaahieeiuas $100 |___- .| $2,870 | $2,970 | $3,070 | $3,170 | $3,270 , $3,370 | $3,470 $600 
, See 105 $210 | 3,080 | 3,185 | 3,200} 3,305! 3.500] 3,605| 3,710] 630 
Ropgie thnenbans 110 250 | 3,330) 3,440) 3,550) 3,660) 3,770 | 3,880) 3,990 660 
C. .nadbiednawanee 115 260 | 3,590 3,705 | 3,820 | 3,935 4,050} 4,165 | 4, 280 690 
ba Diaiapcdipetens 125 200} 3,880} 4,005) 4,130; 4,255| 4,380] 4,505/ 4,630 7530 
Y : Gadentesneeeran 140 310 | 4,190 4, 330 4,470 | 4,610 | 4,750) 4,890) 5,030] 840 
. 4. ptisdkessuneeed 155 340 | 4,530 4,685 | 4,840 | 4, 995 5,150 | 5, 308 5, 460 | 930 
> Re 170 360 | 4,890 | 5,060| 5,230! 5,400) 5,570] 5,740 5, 910 1, 020 
L j ji sic eaad 185 390 | 5,280 | 5,465 | 5,650 | 5,835 | 6.020) 6,205| 6,390 1, 110 
. Riainsenc~s 200 520 | 5,800 | 6,000] 6,200) 6,400 | 6,600) 6,800 | 7, C00 1, 200 
L | nly teeth ecco 220 580 | 6,380) 6,600 6,820 | 7,040) 7,260] 7.4801 7,700 1, 320 
- j ee ee 240 640 | 7,020| 7,260| 7.500| 7.740! 7.980| 8220! & 460 | 1) 440 
; Miivdasnce~diheus 260 710 | 7,730} 7,990 | 8,250} 8.510| 8,770} 9,030! 9, 290 1, 560 
‘ Pindensasccbinis 280 770 | 8,500; 8, 780 9,060 | 9,340; 9,620) 9,900 | 10, 180 1, 680 
} lb ietuiedickenice | 300 850 9,350 | 9,650} 9,950 | 10,250 | 10,550 | 10,850 | 11, 150 1, 800 
; ae Re RE 320 ¥50 | 10, 300 10, 620 | 10,940 | 11,260 | 11,580 | 11,900 | 12, 220 1, 920 
; ilarsiiassiniteen cena 340 1, 100 | 11, 400 | 11,740 | 12,080 | 12,420 | 12,760 | 13,100 | 13, 440 2, 040 
i Diieuéivsctitetas 360 1, 100 | 12, 500 12, 860 13, 220 | 13, 580 | 13,940 | 14,300 | 14, 660 2, 160 
; ase cpaneuuie 400 1, 100 | 13, 600 | 14, 000 14, 400 | 14, 800 1, 200 
; So Se ae 1, 200 | 14,800 |... ajovenecsal an Bi 
: | i 
; RURAL CARRIER SCHEDULE 
Per annum rates and steps 
: 
: 
; ee 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Carriers in rural delivery service: 
Fixed compensation per annum __.- $1, 538 $1,578 |$1, 618 |$1,658 |$1, 698 ($1,738 |$1, 778 
Compensation per mile per annum for each mile | | 
up to 30 miles of route_--- _- pcaniss ; | 63 65 67 69 71 73 75 
For each mile of route over 30 miles_____- | 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 
Temporary carriers in rural delivery service on routes 
to which no regular carrier is assigned: 
Fixed compensation per annum - 1, 538 
i Compensation per mile per annum for each mile 
: up to 30 miles of route-- aeokdaenel 63 
i For each mile of route over 30 miles- | 21 
: Temporary carriers in rural delivery service on routes 
4 having regular carriers absent without pay or on | | 
: military leave-- (*) ) (’) (1) (*) Qo | @& 
} Substitute carriers in rural delivery service on routes 
; having carriers absent with pay._-.---.------------| @ () (*) QY | & 0) ) 
: | 
1 Basic compensation authorized for the regular carrier. 
{ FOURTH-CLASS OFFICE SCHEDULE 
4 . 2 ae ‘ as 
: Per annum rates and steps 
i Gross receipts a ranean 
1 2 3 4 5 6 | 67 
\ Op OE ir iio al ss sok ese | $2,514 | $2,598 | $2,682 | $2,766 | $2,850 | $2,934 | $3,018 
; I tito 5 ease cansantty _..--| 2,304] 2,381 | 2,458] 2,535) 2,612/ 2,689 2 766 
$600-$899.99 Dies at aniinitinnneeusinniaets 1,886 | 1,949) 2,012 2, O75 2, 138 2, 201 2, 264 
ae ee ee anna Cuma | 1,467/ 1,516] 1,565] 1,614] 1,663! 1,712 1, 761 
SIR Sd de ackdnbtyndewenscsdsilaostate 1,048 | 1,083} 1,118} 1,153) 1,188] 1,223 1, 258 
i i a ies 838 866 894 922 950 | 978 1, 006 
GSES SERRE IES Sa eee Sperry oe | 629 650 | 671 692 713 734 755 
WEI Sono dbed skies. sc esie doce dse 419 | 433 | 447| 461 475 439 | 503 
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ANALYSIS OF PostaL Pay Bruit (H. R. 2987, LyTrRopuCcED By CONGRESSMAN MURRAY, 
AND H. R. 3017, INTRODUCED By CONGRESSMAN REES, AND S. 773, INTRODUCED BY 
SENATOR CARLSON ) 


First section defines the short title that may be used for purposes of citation. 
TitLe I—DEFINITIONS, COVERAGE, AND EXEMPTIONS 


DEFINITIONS 
Sec. 101: 
This section defines the terms “Department,” “postal field service,” 


“em- 
” “position,” “key position,” “salary level,” “basic salary,” 


ployee,” “basic com- 


pensation,” and “person.” 

Subsection (c), defining “employees,” continues the present provision of Sec- 
tion 1, Public Law 134 (39 U. 8S. C. 851). The definition in subsection (c), 
however, is more specific than the definition in 39 U. S. C. 851. All employees 
of the Post Office Department outside the headquarters office at the seat of the 
government, including postmasters and officers and employees in the regional 
and district offices, are included under this definition. The definition does, 
however, exclude persons who are employed on a fee, contract, job, or piece- 
work basis. 

To eliminate confusion in the application of provisions of this bill, “basic 
salary” is defined (subsec. (g)) as the rate of annual or hourly compensation 
prescribed by law. “Basic compensation” (subsec. (h) ) 
longevity compensation. 

SEc. 102: 

This section points up the fact that all employees and positions covered by 
the definitions in subsections (c) and (d) of section 101 are covered by this 
act. The definition of “employees” and “positions” in subsections (c) and (d) 
of section 101 will bring Wage Board employees in the mail equipment shops 
under the provisions of the act, except title II, and their positions and pay will 
be fixed by sections 301, 303, and 401. 


is basic salary plus 


TitTLE II—INCREASES IN RATES OF BASIC SALARY 


INCREASES IN RATES OF BASIC SALARY 
Sec. 201: 


This section will provide a 5 per centum pay increase for all postmasters, 
officers, and employees whose salaries are fixed by Public Law 134 (Act of 
July 6, 1945, 59 Stat. 485), as amended. 

This section and the provisions of sections 401, 402, and 408 will provide an 
average pay increase of 6.5 per centum. 

The following sections of Title 39, United States Code, referred to in sub- 
section (a) of section 201, provide for the compensation to be paid to the 
officers and employees mentioned : 

39 U.S. C. 858, postmasters at all classes of offices and certain supervisory 
employees at first-class post offices. 

39 U. S. C. 859, supervisory employees at Stamp Envelope Agency ; superin- 
tendents and assistant superintendents at classified stations and branches. 

39 U. S. C. 86la, annual and hourly rate employees in the automatic 
salary grades, other than postal inspectors. 

30 U. S. C. 862, Detroit River Marine Carriers (this section also pre- 
scribes limitations of pay on clerks at third-class offices). 

39 U. S. C. 868, supervisory employees in Motor Vehicle Service. 

39 U. S. C. 864, supervisory employees in Custodial Service. 

39 U. S. C. 865, postal inspectors. 

39 U. S. C. 866, supervisory employees in the Postal Transportation 

Service. 


39 U. 8. C. 868, supervisory employees in the Mail Equipment Shops. 
39 U. S. C. 869, storekeepers and foremen in Division of Equipment and 
Supplies. 


Sec. 201 (b): 


The sections of Title 39, United States Code, referred to in the last sentence 
of subsection (b) of section 201, contain reference to certain per annum amounts 
cf compensation used in the various sections for the purpose of placing limita- 
tions or restrictions on officers and employees. For example: 39 U. 8S. C. 853 
(c)—(d) refers to $4,970 per annum as the yardstick for the allowance of com- 
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pensatory time and payment of overtime to employees. The increase does not 
apply to longevity grades (39 U. S. C. 888-889). 
Sec. 201 (c): 

Under this section the Postmaster General will be authorized to fix the pay 
increase to the next highest dollar or next highest half cent when the computa 
tion does not come out in round numbers. 


EFFECT OF INCREASES IN BASIC SALARIES ON ADVANCEMENT IN AUTOMATIC GRADES 


SEc. 202: 

This section is a savings provision to clearly indicate that the 5 per centum 
increase granted by title II is not to be construed as preventing employees in the 
automatic grades (39 U. S. C. S6la, 865) receiving their grade increases as 
provided by law. 


TITLE IIJ—RANKING OF POSITIONS 


ADMINISTRATION 
Sec. 301 (a): 

The first sentence continues the authority of the Postmaster General (39 
U. 8S. C. 861) to determine the personnel requirements and fix the number of 
supervisors and other employees in the Postal Field Service. 

The remainder of subsection (a), and subsection (b) will require the Post- 
master General to define and fix the salary level of those positions in the Postal 
Field Service which are not covered by the key positions specified in section 308. 
He will be required to evaluate the work performed in each such position in 
the light of the job descriptions for the various key positions and assign such 
position to its proper salary level in accordance with his evaluation. The Post- 
master General will be required, in fixing the salary level of the positions not 
covered by the key position descriptions in section 303, to apply the principle 
of equal pay for substantially equal work and give effect to substantial differ- 
ences in difficulty of the work to be performed, the degree of responsibility to be 
exercised by each such employee, the scope and variety, and the conditions of 
performance. 

Under subsection (c) the Postmaster General’s determination shall be the 
basis for the payment of compensation to the personnel so assigned. This, in 
effect, continues present law. 


APPEALS 
Sec. 802: 

This section, another safeguarding provision, establishes the right of appeal 
for employees in the positions which the Postmaster General assigns to a salary 
level under sectioin 301. Each such employee may appeal to the Civil Service 
Commission when he feels that his position has not been appropriately ranked 
by the Postmaster General under section 301. 


KEY POSITIONS 
Sec. 3038: 

Section 303 specifies the key positions and the job description therefor for 
employees under the Postal Field Service schedule. The key positions set 
forth in section 303, plus the provisions covering rural carriers and fourth-class 
postmasters in sections 402 and 403, cover approximately 91.3 per centum of 
all positions in the Postal Field Service. 

The job description in each key position is specific. It is to be noted that 
some descriptions of key positions include a provision which permits the as- 
signment of employees, without change of salary or title, to other duties of the 
same or lower level as required. This provision continues the provisions of 
present law (39 U. S. C. 883) which permits the emergency assignment of em- 
ployees for 30 days or less without reduction in compensation. 

Some descriptions further provide that an employee may, occasionally, be 
assigned to perform work of a higher level without change in position or salary. 
The word “occasionally” as here used is even more restrictive than the lan- 
guage in the position description relating to assignment to lower level work. 
The Postmaster General could not assign employees for any extended period 
to higher level work without violating the principle of equal pay for substan- 
tially equal work—the principle implicit in this legislation. 
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Whenever an employee would be employed on 2 separate positions on 2 sep- 
arate tours of duty, such as a janitor for a regular tour of 5 hours and as a 
distribution clerk on call at other times, he would be assigned to 2 separate 
positions and receive the 2 rates of salary which are assigned to the positions. 
This protection is afforded by the provisions of section 605, below, when read 
in conjunction with 39 U. 8. C. 136, 883. 

By the enactment of this legislation, Congress will prescribe the specific du- 
ties for almost all of the positions in the Postal Field Service, and will fix the 
rates of pay for such positions. This will correct the many inequities arising 
under the present law and will insure that employees will be paid in accordance 
with the duties they perform. 


This section contains 50 key positions with full job descriptions. For ready 
reference they are referred to briefly below: 


(1) Position: Janitor—Level 1. 


Basic function: Cleans, sweeps, and removes trash from work areas, lobbies, 
and washrooms. 


(2) Position: Elevator operator—Level 2. 
Basic function: Operates a freight or passenger elevator. 
(3) Position: Order filler—Level 2. 


Basic function: Selects, assembles, and makes ready for shipment items requi- 
sitioned by postal field establishments. 


(4) Position: Clerk, third-class post office—Level 2. 


Basic function: Sorts incoming and dispatches outgoing mail for a small num- 
ber of points of separation and destination ; provides a limited number of services 
at public windows. 


(5) Position: Guard—Level 3. 


Basic function: Makes rounds of the post-office building, and punches clocks 
at designated stations. 


(6) Position: File clerk—Level 3. 

Basic function: Sets up and maintains files on one or more subject matters. 
(7) Position: Typist—Level 3. 

Basic function: Types material such as forms, correspondence, and stencils 
from rough draft or plain copy; performs general office clerical work. 
(8) Position: Mail handler—Level 3. 


Basic function: Loads, unloads, and moves bulk mail, and performs other 
duties incidental to the movement and processing of mail. 


(9) Position: Garageman—Level 3. 


Basic function: Performs a variety of routine services incidental to the proper 
maintenance of motor vehicles. 


(10) Position: Motor vehicle operator—Level 4. 


Basic function: Operates a mail truck on a regularly scheduled route to pick 
up and transport mail in bulk. 


(11) Position: Special-delivery messenger—Level 4. 


Basic function: Is responsible for delivering, on foot or by vehicle, special- 
delivery letter mail and parcels to city patrons. As a representative of the 
Postal Service, maintains pleasant and effective public relations with patrons. 


(12) Position: City carrier—Level 4. 


Basic function: Is responsible for the prompt and efficient delivery and collec- 
tion of mail on foot or by vehicle under varying conditions in a prescribed area 
within a city. As a representative of the Postal Service maintains pleasant and 
effective public relations with route patrons and others, requiring a general 
familiarity with postal laws, regulations, and procedures commonly used, and 
with the geography of the city. 


(18) Position: Distribution clerk—Level 4. 


Basic function: Separates mail in a post office, terminal, airmail field, or other 
postal facility in accordance with established schemes, including incoming or 
outgoing mail or both. 
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(14) Position: Window clerk—Level 4. 


Basic function: Performs a variety of services at a public window of a post 
office or post office branch or station. 


(15) Position: Automotive mechanic—Level 5. 


Basic function: Repairs mail trucks, including the removal and installation of 
complete motors, clutches, transmissions, and other major component parts. 


(16) Position: Transfer clerk—Level 5. 


Basic function: Arranges for transfer of mail at junction points between 
trains and other mail units, and observes the separation, loading, and unloading 
of mail by railroad employees to make certain that this is done properly. 


(17) Position: Distribution clerk, R. P. O. or H. P. O.—Level 5. 


Basic function: Distributes mail in railway or highway post office prior to de- 
parture and while en route. 


(18) Position: Claims clerk, paying office—Level 5. 
Basic function: Examines claims for loss or damage of insured or c. o. d. mail 


matter and determines and approves for payment the amount found to be due 
under postal regulations. 


(19) Position: Postmaster, small third-class office—Level 5. 


Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a small third-class post 
office, including actual performance of mail processing and window service, dis- 
bursement of funds and preparation of required reports. This office has no em- 
ployees other than the postmaster and a replacement to serve during his leave; 
has annual receipts of approximately $1,700; has no rural delivery service within 
its jurisdiction. 


(20) Position: Claims clerk, common and contract carriers—Level 6. 


Basic function : Audits carriers’ claims for the transportation of mail to insure 
their accuracy and correctness of form prior to certifying them for payment. 


(21) Position: Postmaster, third-class office—Level 6. 


Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a third-class post office, 
including actual performance of mail processing and window services, disburse- 
ment of funds and preparation of required reports. This office has one part-time 
clerical employee; has annual receipts of approximately $4,700; has no rural 
delivery service within its jurisdiction. 


(22) Position: Foreman, mails—Level 7. 


Basic function: Supervises a group of employees engaged in carrying out as- 
signed tasks connected with the processing of incoming or outgoing mail. 


(23) Position: Postmaster, third-class office—Level 7. 


Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a third-class post office, in- 
cluding actual participation in processing of mail and window services, disburse- 
ment of funds and preparation of required reports. This office has two clerical 
employees and annual receipts of approximately $6,000, and rural delivery serv- 
ice within its jurisdiction. 


(24) Position: General foreman, R. P. O0.—Level 8. 


Basie function: Directs mail service operations in a railway post office train 
with two or more authorized cars. Supervises a crew of foremen and clerks 
whose primary function is the distribution and exchange of mails en route. 


(25) Position: Assistant postmaster, small first-class post office—Level 8. 


Basie function: Serves as the overall assistant to the postmaster, providing 
general direction and supervision over mails, finance, personnel, and other re- 
lated activities. This office has approximately 16 employees, annual receipts of 
approximately $63,000, and eight carrier routes within its jurisdiction. 


(26) Position: Postmaster, second-class office—Level 8. 


Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a second-class post office, 
including actual participation in processing of mail and window services, dis- 
bursement of funds and preparation of required reports. This office has approx- 
imately six employees, annual receipts of approximately $16,000, and rural de- 
livery service within its jurisdiction. 
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(27) Position: General foreman, mails—Level 9. 


Basic function: Directs foremen in the distribution of all or part of incoming 
mails, outgoing mails, or both, at a first-class post office. 


(28) Position: Postmaster, small first-class office—Level 9. 


Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, 
including direction and supervision of mails, finance, personnel, and other re- 
lated activities. This office has approximately 16 employees, annual receipts 
of approximately $63,000, and city delivery service consisting of eight carrier 
routes within its jurisdiction. 


(29) Position: Building superintendent—Level 10. 


Basie function: Directs the janitorial, maintenance, and operating services 
of a large post office building, including security, heating and ventilating, me- 
chanical and electrical equipment, and elevator services. 

(30) Position: Postmaster first-class office—Level 10. 

Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, 
including direction and supervision of mails, finance, personnel, and other re- 
lated activities. This office has approximately 27 employees, annual receipts of 
$129,000, and 11 city delivery and rural carrier routes within its jurisdiction. 


(31) Position: Tour superintendent, incoming or outgoing mails—Level 11. 


Basie function: Directs general foremen in the distribution of inconing 
mails or outgoing mails on a tour at a large first-class post office. 
(32) Position: Postmaster, first-class office—Level 11. 

Basie function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, 
including direction and supervision of mails, finance, personnel, and other re- 
lated activities. This office has approximately 53 employees, annual receipts 
of $514,000, six Government-owned vehicle units, no classified stations, and 25 
city and rural delivery routes within its jurisdiction. 


(33) Position: Postal inspector—Level 12. 


Basic function: Is responsible in an assigned territory, usually including all 
classes of post offices, for inspection and investigative programs covering all 
phases of the Postal Service. In heavily populated areas may be assigned a 
majority of the time to selected types of work as determined by the inspector- 
in-charge. 


(34) Position: Postmaster, first-class office—Level 12. 


Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, 
including direction and supervision of mails, finance, buildings, personnel, and 
related services. This oflice has approximately 72 employees, annual receipts 
of $797,000, 6 Government-owed vehicle units, no classified stations, and 17 car- 
rier routes within its jurisdiction. 


(35) Position: Station superintendent, large classified station—Level 13.. 
Basie function: Directs the operations of a large classified station, including 


the distribution, delivery, and dispatch of mail and all required window services 
to the public. 


(36) Position: Assistant postmaster, first-class office—Level 13. 

Basic function: Services as the overall assistant to the postmaster, particu- 
larly on internal operations, and provides general direction over the mails, 
finance, administrative, and service functions of the post office. The office has 
approximately 450 employees, annual receipts of $2,700,000, 50 Government- 
owned vehicle units, one classified station or branch, and 130 carrier routes 
within its jurisdiction. 


(37) Position: Postmaster, first-class office—Level 13. 


sasic function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, 
including the direction and supervision of mails, finance, buildings, personnel, 
and related services in the main post office, stations, and branches. This office 
has approximately 180 employees, annual receipts of $1 million, 21 Government- 
owned vehicle units, 3 classified stations, and 65 carrier routes within its 
jurisdiction. 
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(38) Position: Assistant postmaster, first-class office—Level 14. 

Basic function: Serves as the overall assistant to the postmaster, particularty 
on internal operations, and provides general direction over the mails, finance, 
administrative, and service functions of the post office. This office has approx! 
mately 1,200 employees, annual receipts of $8,460,000, 117 Government-owned 
vehicle units, 16 classified stations and branches, and 290 carrier routes within 
its jurisdiction. 

(39) Position: Postmaster, first-class office—Level 14 

Basie function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, 
including direction and supervision of mails, finance, buildings, personnel, and 
related services in the main post office, stations, and branches. This office has 
approximately 450 employees, annual receipts of $2,700,000, 50 Government-owned 
vehicle units, 1 classified station or branch, and 130 carrier routes within its 
jurisdiction. 

(40) Position: Assistant postmaster, first-class office—Level 15 

Basic function: Serves as the overall assistant to the postmaster, particularly 
on internal operations, and provides general direction over the mails, finance, 
administrative, and service functions of the post office. This office has approxi 
mately 3,200 employees, annual receipts of $16,900,000, 200 Government-owned 
vehicle units, 34 classified stations and branches, and 1,000 carrier routes within 
its jurisdiction. 

(41) Position: Postmaster, first-class office—-Level 15 

Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, in 
cluding direction and supervision of mails, finance, buildings, personnel, and re 
lated services in the main post office, stations, and branches. This office has 
approximately TOO employees, annual receipts of $4,470,000, 77 Government 
owned vehicle units, eight classified stations and branches, and 200 carrier routes 
within its jurisdiction. 

(42) Position: General superintendent, PTS Division—Level 16. 

Basie function: Directs all activities of a division of the Postal Transportatio 
Service of average size and complexity in terms of numbers of employees and in 
expenditure of funds, or in terms of the importance of the mail gateways in the 
division, the volume and complexity of the mail and mail-handling operations, 
and concentrations which create congestions. Is responsible for the transporta 
tion, transfer, distribution, and dispatch of mail in transit, and for the effici 
and economical operation of the division. 


ent 


(48) Position: Assistant postmaster, large first-class office—Level 16. 

Basic function: Serves as the overall assistant to the postmaster, particularly 
on internal operations, and provides general direction over the mails, finance, 
administrative, and service functions of the post office. This office has approxi 
mately 8,000 employees, annual receipts of $48 million, 400 Government-owned 
vehicle units, 50 classified stations and branches, and 1,400 carrier routes within 
its jurisdiction. 

(44) Position: Postmaster, first-class office—-Level 16. 

Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, 
including direction and supervision of mails, finance, buildings, personnel, and 
related services in the main post office, stations, and branches. This office has 
approximately 1,200 employees, annual receipts of °8,460.000, 117 Government 
owned vehicle units, 16 classified stations and branches, and 290 carrier routes 
within its jurisdiction. 

(45) Position: General superintendent, largest PTS division—Level 17. 

Basie function: Directs all activities of one of the largest divisions of the 
Postal Transportation Service in terms of numbers of employees and in expendi- 
ture of funds, as well as in terms of the importance of the mail gateways in the 
division, the volume and complexity of the mail and mail-handling operations, 
and concentrations which create congestions. Is responsible for the transporta- 


tion, transfer, distribution, and dispatch of mail in transit, and of the efficient 
and economical operation of the division. 


(46) Position: Assistant postmaster, largest first-class office—Level 17. 


Basic function: Serves as the overall assistant to the postmaster, particularly 
on internal operations, and provides general direction over the mails, finance, 
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administrative, and service functions of the post office. This office has approxi- 
mately 20,000 employees, annual receipts of $140 million, 1,100 Government-owned 


motor vehicle units, 66 classified stations and branches, and 3,200 carrier routes 
within its jurisdiction. 


(47) Position: Postmaster, first-class office—Level 17. 


Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a first-class post office, 
including direction and supervision of mails, finance, buildings, personnel, and 
related services in the main post office and stations and branches. This office 
has approximately 3,200 employees, annual receipts of $16,900,000, 200 Govern- 
ment-owned vehicle units, 34 classified stations and branches, and 1,000 carrier 
routes within its jurisdiction. 


(48) Position: Postmaster, large first-class office—Level 18. 


Basic function: Is responsible for all operations of a large first-class post 
office, including direction and supervision of mails, finance, buildings, personnel, 
and related services in the main post office and stations and branches. This 
office has approximately 8,000 employees, annual receipts of $48 million, 400 
Government-owned vehicle units, 50 classified stations and branches, and 1,400 
carrier routes within its jurisdiction. 


(49) Position: Postmaster, largest first-class office—Level 19. 


Basic function : Is responsible for all operations of one of the largest first-class 
post offices, including direction and supervision of mails, finance, buildings, 
personnel, and related services in the main post office, stations and branches. 
This office has approximately 20,000 employees, annual receipts of $140 million, 
1,100 Government-owned vehicle units, 66 classified stations and branches, and 
8,200 carrier routes within its jurisdiction. 


(50) Position: Regional director—Level 20. 


Basic function: Directs the management of all postal activities within the 
jurisdiction of an assigned region in accordance with basic departmental policies 
and with functional direction and guidance from Assistant Postmasters General. 

The positions described in this section are existing positions in the postal field 
service. Each position covers standard, related tasks commonly performed in 
the field. Over 90 percent of all employees in the postal field service are occupy- 
ing positions to which are assigned, either from this list or by virtue of holding 


positions as postmasters in fourth class offices or as rural carriers, specific rates 
of basic salary by this act. 


TITLE IV—Basic SALARY SCHEDULES 


POSTAL FIELD SERVICE SCHEDULE 
Sec. 401: 


Subsection (a) contains the Postal Field Service Schedule (PFS), consisting 
of 20 levels and 7 basic salary rates for each level, except levels 19 and 20, 
both of which terminate in $14,800. The lowest salary rate is $2,870 for level 1, 
which is the same as the present starting rate for laborers under Public Law 134 
(39 U. S. C. 861a). 

The PFS schedule established by this section replaces present salary schedules 
for all employees (39 U. 8. C. 858, 859, 861a, 862, 863, 864, 865, 866, 868, 869) in 
the postal field service except rural carriers (sec. 402 below) and postmasters 
in fourth class offices (sec. 403 below). It also covers employees of the Post 
Office Department now under the Classification Act of 1949 (5 U. S. C. 1112, 
1113) assigned outside the headquarters at Washington, D. C. 

Subsection (b) prescribes the formula for computing the basic salary of hourly 
rate employees. The salary of all hourly rate employees other than substitute 
employees would be computed by dividing the appropriate per annum rate by 
$2,080. The basic salary of substitute employees would be computed by dividing 
the appropriate per annum rate by $2,016. The different divisors in the case of 
hourly rate employees derive from the fact that regular employees receive pay 
for 8 holidays, whereas equivalent pay for substitutes is distributed pro rata 
against the time actually worked during a year. Computations for both cate- 
gories of hourly rate employees are based on a 52-week year with 40 hours of 
service per week (see also sec. 701, below). 

Section 401, together with title II of this bill will result in the employees cov- 
ered thereby receiving a total average increase in compensation of 6.5 percent. 
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Sec. 402 (a): 

This subsection establishes a rural carrier schedule of seven steps. It con- 
tinues present law (39 U. S. C. 867 (f), 867a) for the payment of temporary and 
substitute rural carriers. 

This subsection, together with title II of this bill, insures to rural carriers 
increases in line with increases provided for employees under the Postal Field 
Service Schedule. 

Sec. 402 (b): 

This subsection makes provision for the payment of compensation to carriers 
serving triweekly routes. It continues the present law. (Sec. 867 (c) of title 39, 
United States Code.) 

Sec. 402 (c): 

This subsection provides for the payment of additional compensation to rural 
carriers serving heavily patronized routes. It continues the provisions of section 
867 (d) of title 39, United States Code, except that the length of the route for 
which such additional compensation may be paid has been increased from the 
present 45-mile limitation to 61 miles, and the aggregate salary limitation has 
been raised from $4,370 to $4,700. (With reference to “basic salary” in the next 
to the last sentence of the subsection, longevity compensation has been excluded 
from the aggregate salary limitation of $4,700.) 

Sec. 402 (d): 

This relates to the payment of additional compensation of rural carriers serv- 
ing loop routes or intermediate post offices. It continues present law as codified 
in 39 U. S. C. 205. 

Sec. 402 (e): 


This subsection continues the present authority (39 U. S. C. 169a, 171, and 
Postal Manual, Ch IX, sec. 273) for the payment of special delivery fees to rural 
earriers who make delivery of special-delivery mail. 


FOURTH-CLASS OFFICE SCHEDULE 
Sec. 403 (a): 

This subsection establishes a 7-step pay schedule for postmasters at fourth-class 
offices, based on 8 gross receipts categories. This is the only provision for the 
payment of compensation to postmasters based exclusively on the gross postal 
receipts of the office. In this respect it continues present law (39 U. 8S. C. 858 
(a)). However, it replaces the present single salary rates for 17 receipts 
categories. 

Sec. 403 (b): 


The first sentence of this subsection continues the provisions of present law 
(39 U. S. C. 57d) with respect to the time when adjustments are to be made in the 
basic salary of postmasters in fourth-class post offices. 

The remaining provisions of the subsection are new and outline the method of 
adjusting the postmaster’s basic salary. Where a fourth-class postmaster re- 
ceives an increase to a higher salary level because of increase in his gross postal 
receipts he would not, under the last sentence of the subsection, carry forward any 
credit for step increases. He would start his waiting period of 52 weeks for step 
increase under section 501 of the act with the date he received his advancement 
in salary resulting from increases in his gross postal receipts. 


Sec. 403 (c), (f): 


These subsections continue the provisions of the provisos in title 39, U. S. C. 
57c¢, 60. 


Sec. 403 (d): 

This subsection continues the provisions of 39 U. S. C. 856b. 
Sec. 403 (e): 

This subsection continues the provisions of 39 U. 8. C. 58. 
Sec. 403 (g): 


This subsection continues the provisions of the fourth proviso of 39 U. S. C. 
858 (a). 
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CONVERSION 

SEc. 404: 

This section prescribes the method of converting to new schedules, as follows : 

1. Earned credit for automatic grade promotion is applied to basic salary before 
conversion. 

2. If the basic Salary of any employee is equal to a Step for the position in the 
appropriate schedule, that step is the new basic salary. 

3. If the basic salary is below the minimum step, the minimum step is the new 
basic salary. 

4. If the basic salary falls between any two steps, the higher Step is the new 
basic salary. 

5. If the basic salary is higher than the 
former basic salary, 
SEc. 404 (b): 


This subsection prescribes the method and the rules for converting the basic 
salary of such employees to the Salary level and steps provided in the applicable 
Salary schedules established in sections 401, 402, and 408 of this act. 


maximum step, the employee retains his 


ADVANCEMENT OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES To PREVENT INEQUITIES 
Sec. 405: 
This section provides for the correction of certain ine 
to the new schedule, which arise through the canceling of service credit under 
section 503, below. If an employee's salary after conversion does hot exceed the 
salary he was receiving immediately prior to the effective date of the 5 percent 
increase by $200, or 10 cents per hour, he is advanced to the next step for his 
position. This provision does not apply to employees who are converted to the 
maximum step for their positions. 
For most employees now in the automatic grades, this provision will guarantee 
earnings at least as high as their earnings would have been under Public Law 
154 plus 5 percent for the first 12 months of operation of the new plan, i. e., until 


the first automatic advancement by Step-increase is earned under section 501, 
below. 


“uities Upon conversion 


ADDITION O¥ LONGEVITY STEP-INCREASES 

SEC. 406: 

This section provides for the addition of any longevity steps es 
basic salaries. It has the effect of continuing present law. 

Under subsection (a) each employee falling within the provisions of this act 
who, prior to the effective date of the act, is entitled to a longevity step increase, 
Shall have the additional longevity step added to the basic salary to which he 
is converted under sections 404 and 405 of the act. 

Under subsection (b), employees who, prior to the effective date of this act, 
were paid under the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, shall, after con- 
version under this act, be given credit for all creditable service for longevity 
purposes and shall be advanced to the additional longevity grades as provided 
in section 504. For example, an employee who has 13 years’ creditable service 
in the Post Office Department or in the Postal Field Service would, after the 
effective date of this act, be converted to the appropriate salary step in accord- 
ance with the act. After such conversion he would have added one longevity 
step increase under the provisions of section 504. 


irhned to the new 


TITLE V—Srep-INcREASES 


AUTOMATIC ADVANCEMENT BY STEP-INCREASES 
Sec. 501 (a): 

This subsection provides for employees under the rural carrier 
fourth-class office schedule, and for employees in grade 9 or lower under the 
Postal Field Service schedule to receive step advancements within their respec- 
tive salary level to the highest step provided in such Salary level. The step 
advancements will be made at the beginning of the first pay period after the 
completion of 52 calendar weeks of Satisfactory service. Excepted from the 
provisions of this subsection are substitute employees in the Postal Transporta- 


Postal Field 
substitute Postal 


schedule, the 


tion Service serving as distribution clerks in srade 5 under the 
Service schedule. Provision is made in subsection (c) for such 
Transportation Service employees to be advanced to step 4. 
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Sec. 501 (b): 

This subsection provides for employees in PF'S-10 or higher under the Postal 
Field Service schedule to be advanced only four steps in their respective salary 
level. Each step advancement would be made at the beginning of the first pay 
period following the completion of each 52 calendar weeks of satisfactory service 


Advancement beyond step 4 would be on merit. 
Spec. 501 (¢) : 

As indicated in the last two sentences of the discussion under subsection (a), 
substitute employees in the Postal Transportation Service assigned to salary 
level 5 under the Postal Field Service schedule will receive only four step ad- 
vancements in that salary level. 

Each step advancement will be made at the beginning of the first pay period 
following the completion of 52 calendar weeks of satisfactory service. 

Section 501 continues the benefits of Section 25 of Public Law 134 (39 U.S.C 
875). In addition, every employee will be placed in a position for which addi- 
tional automatic steps are provide’. The principal change effected by this pro 
vision is that eligibility for step increases will be determined from the first 
pay period following completion of 52 weeks. 


CREDITABLE SERVICE FOR ADVANCEMENT 
Sec. 502: 

This section provides for the crediting of service for step increases. Employees 
serving under a temporary appointment of 1 year or less would not be entitled 
to step increases. However, this limitation does not apply to temporary rural 
carriers who are serving in the absence of regular rural carriers on leave without 
pay or on military leave. 

This section continues substantially the benefits of present law. (See 39 
U. S. C. 862a (last proviso with respect to temporary employees), SG2c, S62d, 
864 (1), 868 (f), 879, 880, SS2, 884.) 


ADJUSTMENT OF SERVICE CREDI' 
Sec. 503: 

This section provides that each employee whose salary is adjusted on the 
effective date of the new schedules shall begin his waiting period of 52 weeks 
on the date of adjustment. 

This provision will prevent inequities which woul arise through the realign 
ment of present rates within the new schedules. If service credit were continued, 
employees who are junior in terms of service could, in instances, move to the next 
higher step ahead of employees who are their senior. 


LONGEVITY STEP INCREASES 
Sec. 504: 

This section continues present law (39 U. S. C. 888, 889), with the exception 
that longevity step increases have been extended to hourly rate employees, 
including substitute employees, other than substitute rural carriers. (It con- 
tinues all rights established under 39 U. S. C. 889.) 


TITLE VI—GENERAL COMPENSATION RULES 


. APPOINTMENTS 
Sec. 601: 

This section provides that employees new to the postal field service shall be 
assigned to the entrance rate of the appropriate grade, except that any individual 
who has been a civilian employee of the Federal Government may be assigned 
to a step less than one full step above the highest rate of compensation received 
from the United States. 

The exception provided in this section makes possible the appointment of a 
person who has been employed by any branch of the Federal Government without 
a reduction in salary which might occur if the appointment should be made 
at the entrance rate. The provisions of this section are consistent with the 
provisions of 39 U. S. C. 611 relating to the Postal Transportation Service, with 
respect to the appointment of persons new to the service, for mail-handling duties. 

Nothing in this bill changes the present authority of the Postmaster General 
to recruit from the outside highly specialized employees, such as doctors, engi- 
neers, and certified public accountants, who possess professional qualifications 


59149—55——10 
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not ordinarily found among postal employees. The bill will permit the assign- 
ment of proper titles and salaries to such employees, not permitted by present law. 


PROMOTION 
Sec. 602: 


This section provides that the new salary of any employee being transferred or 
promoted to a position of a higher level will exceed the salary received before 
promotion by at least the amount of difference between the minimum rate of his 
former level and the minimum rate of the level immediately above. 

The provisions of this section will make it possible to continue the present 
practices of making promotions to higher levels of work from within the service. 

Under the provisions of this section, employees are assured of substantial 
increases in salary when they are promoted. This section will supersede pro- 
visions of law codified in 39 U. S. C. 54a relating to the adjustment of salaries 
of postmasters in first-, second-, and third-class offices. The provisions of this 
section continue the benefits of 39 U. S. C. 879, and, when read in conjunction 
with section 501, above, the benefits of 39 U. S. C. 880. Insofar as the provisions 
of 39 U. S. C. 611 apply to the transfer of persons within the postal field service 
to the position of postal transportation clerk, they are superseded by this section. 


COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES 
Sec. 603: 


This section continues the present rules laid down in sections 864 (1) and 
868 (f) of title 39, United States Code, with respect to the payment of salaries 
to temporary employees. Such employees are to be paid a basic salary at the 
entrance step of the salary level of the position to which appointed. 


PROHIBITION ON REDUCTION OF FORMER COMPENSATION 
Sec. 604: 


This section prohibits a reduction of rate of compensation of any employee on 
the rolls on the effective date of the schedules in the act, so long as he 
occupies the same position or a position of the same level as the position which he 
was occupying immediately prior to such date. 

Both employees under Public Law 134 (59 Stat. 435), and employees under 
the Classification Act, are assured protection against reduction in their basic 
compensation (including longevity) upon conversion to the new schedules. The 
protection covers the position occupied on the date of conversion and other 


positions in the same salary level to which the employee may be assigned 
subsequently. 


DUAL EMPLOYMENT 
Sec. 605: 


This section continues the authority of the Postmaster General to employ 
the postal employees in a dual capacity (39 U. S. C. 186, 883). For discussion, 
see section 303. 


TITLE VII—Pay ADMINISTRATION 


PAY PERIODS AND COMPUTATION OF RATES 
Sec. 701: 


This section provides for 26 pay periods of 2 weeks each year. This section 
establishes methods of computing various rates of basic compensation as follows: 

(a) For annual rate employees, basic compensation for a full pay period is 
one twenty-sixth of the per annum rate. For a partial pay period, basic com- 
pensation is determined on the basis of the number of days and hours of service 
credited. 

(b) For hourly rate employees, basic compensation is determined on the basis 
of the number of days and hours of service credited. 

(c) Hourly rates for employees other than substitute employees are computed 
by dividing the per annum rate by 2,080; hourly rates for substitute employees 
are computed by dividing the per annum rate by 2,016. 

(d) Daily rates for postmasters, postal inspectors, and rural carriers are 
computed by dividing the per annum rates by 312. 

(e) Daily rates for other employees are computed by multiplying the hourly 
rate by the number of hours of service required. 

The provisions of this section are in contrast to present law (39 U. S. C. 857), 
which provides that annual compensation shall be divided in twelve equal install- 
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ments, one-half of which is payable on the 16th of each month and one-half on the 
1st day of the next month. Under section 701, the pay periods for the postal 
field service will conform to the provisions of 5 U. 8. C. 944. Other changes 
relate to the method of computing daily rates. Under present law, daily rates 
for all employees are computed on the basis of 360 days per year. The effect 
of the changes in this provision is to relate basic compensation for annual rate 
employees to positive service credited through work performance or paid leave 
from regularly scheduled assignments. The provisions of subsection (e) will 
force the crediting of excess scheduled work in a pay period to other pay periods 
or the adjustment of schedules to meet the overtime provisions of other sections 
of this act under certain conditions, and in particular, for persons who do not 
work on 5- or 6-day schedules and who are not covered by the provisions of 
section 703. 
HOURS OF WORK 

Sec. 702: 

This section provides for hours of work. It provides, generally, that each 
day of work shall consist of 8 hours within 10 consecutive hours. It continues 
similar provisions contained in sections 852 and 866 (q) of title 39, United States 
Code. 

COMPENSATORY TIME, OVERTIME, AND HOLIDAYS 
Sec. 703: 


This section contains provision for the granting of compensatory time and the 
payment of overtime compensation for work performed on Saturdays, Sundays, 
or holidays or for work performed in excess of 8 hours a day. 

Under paragraph (1), employees in salary level 7 or below of the Postal Field 
Service schedule are required to be paid overtime compensation for work per- 
formed in excess of 8 hours in 1 day at the rate of 150 per centum of their 
hourly basic compensation. This continues the provisions of the first sentence of 
sections 854 and 866 (q) of title 39, United States Code. The provisions with 
respect to the compensation for such overtime employment contained in the 
second and third sentences of 39 U. S. C. 854 are covered by section 701 (d) (1). 

Paragraph (2) (i) provides for the granting of compensatory time or the 
payment of overtime to the employees in salary level 7 or below of the Postal 
Field Service schedule for work performed on Saturdays or Sundays. For the 
sake of clarification and to conform to the long-established practices of the 
Department, the requirement that compensatory time be granted within the next 
5 working days “next succeeding the Saturday or Sunday” appearing in 39 
U. S. C. 853 (a) has been deleted. The requirement for the granting of com- 
pensatory time within 5 working days has been retained to cover work performed 
on Saturdays and Sundays. The provision permitting the overtime compensa- 
tion of employees for work on Saturdays and Sundays other than during the 
month of December is new. 

Paragraph (2) (ii) continues the provisions of section 853 (b) of title 39. 
United States Code. 

Paragraph (3) continues the provisions of 39 U. S. C. 853 with respect to the 
granting of compensatory time or the payment of overtime for work performed 
on holidays and Christmas Day. However, paragraph (3) covers the provisions 
of 39 U. S. C. 853, 866 (p), with respect to the allowance of compensatory time 
and the payment of overtime for work performed on holidays and Christmas Day. 
It applies to employees in salary level 7 or below of the Postal Field Service 
schedule, except those employees specifically exempted therefrom by the provi- 
sions of section 705. 

Paragraph (4) allows the granting of compensatory time to supervisory and 
other employees in the higher grades (salary level PFS—8 or over) who perform 


overtime or holiday work. This provision covers section 853 (d) of title 39, 
United States Code. 


NIGHTWORK 
Src. 704: 


This section relates to night differential pay. It continues the provisions of 
39 U. S. C. 855. 


EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES FROM CERTAIN PROVISIONS 
ADMINISTRATION 


RELATING TO PAY 


SEc. 705: 


This section exempts certain employees from the hours-of-work requirement 
of section 702; the compensatory time, overtime, and holiday allowances under 
section 703 ; and the night differential under section 704. 
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Exempted from the provisions of all three sections are the heads of regional 
or district offices and employees of the headquarters staff of regional and district 
offices, as designated by the Postmaster General, and postmasters, rural carriers, 
postal inspectors, travel mechanicians, and traveling examiners of equipment and 
supplies. Exempted from the hours of duty, the requirements of section 702, 
and the compensatory and overtime provisions of section 703, are employees of 
the Postal Transportation Service assigned to road duty and substitute postal 
employees. 

Exempted from the hours-of-duty requirements of section 702 are employees 
in post offices of the third class. 

These exemptions continue in effect many of the exemptions contained in 
sections 852, 853, 854, 855, and 866 of title 39, United States Code. 

Subsection (d) continues the exemptions relating to overtime pay and com- 
pensatory time for work on Saturdays and Sundays, for hourly rate regular 
employees. 

SUBSTITUTE EMPLOYMENT 
Sec. 706: 

Subsection (a) of this section authorizes the Postmaster General to prescribe 
the conditions under which substitute positions may be established. This 
subsection is intended to and does supersede the provisions of section 834 of 
title 39, United States Code, with respect to the ratio of classified substitute em- 
ployees to regular employees. 


EMPLOYEES IN THE POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE 
Sec. 707: 

Subsection (a) relates to the hours of duty for Postal Transportation Service 
employees assigned to road duty. It continues the provisions of that part of 
the second proviso in section 866 (p) of title 89, United States Code, which 
establishes the hours of duty for postal transportation clerks assigned to road 
duty. It changes the working days of 253 days in the present law to 252 days 
to conform to the pay provisions of section 701. It discontinues the reference 
to class A and class B runs. 

Subsection (b) provides for the payment of overtime compensation to em- 
ployees in the Postal Transportation Service assigned to road duty. It con- 
tinues the present procedure of the Department. 

Subsection (c) continues the present provision of 39 U. 8. C 866 (k), 

Subsection (d) continues in effect the provisions of 39 U. S. C. 866 (r), with 
respect to travel allowances for regular and substitute employees of the Postal 
Transportation Service assigned to road duty. Provision has been made for an 
alternative to the payment of travel allowance at fixed per annum rates. 

Subsection (e) continues that part of 39 U. S. C. 866 (m) which is still in 
force and effect under the interpretation of the Comptroller General in his 
decision B—73780 of February 21, 1952, to the chairman of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 


EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE ALLOWANCE FOR SPECIAL DELIVERY MESSENGERS 
Sec. TOS: 


Subsections (a) and (b) continue in force and effect the provisions of sub- 
sections (d) and (f) of section 872, title 39, United States Code. 


EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE ALLOWANCE FOR RURAL CARRIERS 
Sec. 709: 
Subsection (a) continues in force and effect the provisions of 39 U. S. C. 867 
(e) with respect to the mileage allowance to be paid to rural carriers. 
Subsection (b) continues in force and effect the provisions of the proviso 
in section 883 of title 39, United States Code, with respect to equipment mainte- 
nance allowance to be paid to employees assigned to serve rural routes, who 
furnish the vehicle used in performance of such service. 


ALLOWANCES FOR POSTMASTERS IN FOURTH-CLASS POST OFFICE 


Sec. 710: 


This section continues in force and effect the provisions of 39 U. S. C. 60a 


with respect to the allowances to postmasters of the fourth-class for rent, fuel, 
light, and equipment. 
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Trr_eE VILI—MISCELLANBOUS PROVISIONS 


CLASSES OF POST OFFIC! 
Sec. SOL: 

This section provides that the Postmaster General shall divide post offices into 
four classes on the basis of gross annual receipts. It continues division of post 
offices into classes as provided in 39 U. S.C. S58 

Although, under this bill, the compensation to postmasters at four-class post 
offices is the only compensation which is based exclusively on gross postal re 
ceipts, there are certain provisions of law which make necessary the division of 
post offices into different classes. For example, postmasters at first-, second-, 
and third-class post offices must be appointed by the President by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate (39 U.S. C. 31) Postmasters at fourth-class 
offices may, under that section, be appointed by the Postmaster General. Also, 
postmasters at first-, second-, and third-class post oflices are required to meet 


certain civil service requirements (39 U. 8. C. 351b) 


ASSIGNMENT OF EMPLOYEES 
Sec. 802: 

This section will remove the limitations of 5 U. S. C. 370 on the detail of 
employees in the Postal Field Service to duty in the Department or to the detail 
of employees in the Department to duties in the Postal Field Service. Such 
detail can be made for a period of not more than 1 year without affecting the 
compensation of the employee so detailed. 


INCREASES IN BASIC COMPENSATION NOT “EQUIVALENT INCREASES” 


Sec. 803: 

This is a savings provisions to protect the interests of employees in the Postal 
Field Service who may transfer or be transferred in the future to positions 
coming within the purview of the Classification Act of 1949. It points up the 
fact that any increases in compensation which such employees might receive 
under the provisions of this bill will not prevent them from receiving step i 
creases provided for the position under the Classification Act of 1949, to which 
they might transfer. The language is necessary in view of the provisions of item 
A of 5 U. S. C. 1121. 


POSTAL EMPLOYEES OF THE CANAL ZONE GOVERNMENT 
Sec. 804: 
This section is included to authorize the Governor of the Canal Zone to adopt 
such of the provisions of this act as he deems appropriate to cover postal em 
Dloyees of the Canal Zone Government. 


REFERENCES IN OTHER LAWS WITH RESPECT TO PUBLIC LAW {, T9TH CONGRESS 
Sec. 805: 
Subsection (a) is a savings provision to continue in force and effect any ws 


not superseded or repealed by this act, which make reference to the Act of July 
6, 1945 (59 Stat. 485), as amended (Public Law 134). Such references, under 
this subsection, will be construed as applying to the applicable provisions of this 
bill. 

Subsection (b) is another savings provision which is necessary to make the 
provisions of this bill applicable to positions of employees, as a result of the 
language in subsection (a). 


APPLICABILITY OF ACT TO GUAM 
Sec. S806: 


This section makes this act applicable in Guam. Such specific language is 
necessary by reason of the provisions of section 25 (bh) of Public Law 630, ap 
proved August 1, 1950 (64 Stat. 390; 48 U.S. C. 1421¢). which provides part 

“(b) Except as otherwise provided in this Act, no law of the United States 
hereafter enacted shall have any force or effect within Guam unless specifically 
made applicable by Act of the Congress either by reference to Guam by name or 


by reference to ‘possessions.’ * * *” 
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REGULATIONS OF POSTMASTER GENERAL 
Sec. 807: 


This section authorizes the Postmaster General to prescribe such regulations 
as may be necessary for the administration of this bill. 


CIVIL SERVICE ACT AND RULES, VETERANS’ PREFERENCE ACT OF 1944 


Sec. 808: 


Section 808 continues the application of the Civil Service Act and rules and 
the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944 to the Postal Field Service. 


AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
Sec. 809: 


This section authorizes the appropriation of funds necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this act. 


REPEAL OF EXISTING LAW 
Sec. 810: 


Subsection (a) (1) repeals Public Law 134 (Act of July 6, 1945, 59 Stat. 435), 
and all amendments thereto. 

Subsection (a) (2) repeals the provisions of the Act of May 3, 1950 (64 Stat. 
101; 39 U. S. C. 888, 889, which provided longevity grades). This provision of 
law is now covered by section 504 of this bill. 

Subsection (a) (3) repeals that provision of law contained in 39 U. S. C. 717, 
which requires the payment of a fee of 3 cents to fourth-class postmasters for 
each money order issued, to cover the compensation of clerical labor in the 
money-order business. Fourth-class postmasters have been on an annual salary 
basis since 1944. 

Subsection (b) rovides for the reeal of all laws inconsistent with this act, 
to the extent of such inconsistency. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 
Sec. 811: 

Subsection (a) makes all provisions of this bill, except the provisions of title 
II, effective on the first Sunday of the calendar month which begins more than 
180 days after the date the bill is enacted. 

Subsection (b) makes title II (this title provides for 5 per centum increase in 
the present basic salaries of postmasters, supervisors, officers, and other em- 
ployees whose basic salary is fixed by Public Law 134, 59 Stat. 435, as amended) 
effective on the first day of the first pay period which begins after the date this 
bill is enacted. 
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Estimated number of employees in each salary level (PFS) 
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Senator Monroney. And, Mr. Lyons, what would be the salary 
range for the janitors ¢ 

Mr. Lyons. It would go from $2,870 to $3,470. 

In establishing a uniform schedule for cler ks and carriers results 
in the lower paid clerks and carriers getting substantially larger 
increases than the higher paid clerks and carriers. 

Senator Monroney. In classification number 24 of general fore- 
man, railroad post office, where you have the number of. pay rates in 
the present range as being 2, you mean the number of pay rates in 
the proposed pay range goes up to 7 over there also ? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir; and actually there are two classes of runs in 
the present schedule and there are single rates for each one. The 
supervisory personnel as a whole in the post offices have in the past 
had only single rates and never had a rate range. Now, the theory 
of having a rate range is that when a man first starts his job, he isn’t 
worth as much doing the same job as he would have been after a year’s 
experience and so on fora couple of years up to the sixth. 

Senator Monronry. He has been in the post office, say, 5 years, be- 
fore he goes on that job, perhaps, in the railroad post office. 

Mr. Lyons. He may have been in the post office and still know very 
little or nothing about supervising people, and certainly if it is logical, 
for instance, for a letter carrier to feel that he improves as he becomes 
accustomed to his work and learns something about it, it is certainly 
equally logical that a postmaster becomes more valuable after he knows 
something about running a post office. 

Senator Monronrey. Then these rank-and-file people who make 
maybe a thousand dollars a year more than the higher levels could 
still anticipate up to nearly $2,000 increase during the same number of 
years ? 

Mr. Lyons. I don’t believe any of them go that high. 

Senator Monronry. They don’t go that high. 

Mr. Lyons. Just taking that one as you mentioned as a possible 
example, the $11,770 for the postmaster, first-class office, if you will 
look over the chart for the proposed salary level of 17 which applies 
to that classification you will find that the new starting salary for the 
postmaster in that bracket is $11,400 instead of $11,770. Under the 
provisions of the bill the man would advance automatically to the 
fourth step in the pay increment, which is the midpoint of that wage 

range, and in that case the midpoint of level 17 is $12,420. Increases 
beyond that would be on a merit basis. His salary would be reviewed 
each year and his performance reviewed, and if his operating per- 
formance was efficient he would then advance to the next step. 

Senator Monronry. You goto the fourth automatically ? 

Mr. Lyons. Tothe fourth automatically. 

The CHatrmMan. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Lyons. If I may call your attention to it, Senator, accompany- 
ing this bill is a section-by-section analysis which each of you has in 
front of you. May I suggest that you incorporate that as part of the 
record. I would be delighted to go over it paragraph by paragraph. 

The Carman. That will be part of the record, as well as the 
tables. 

Mr. Summerrretp. Mr. Chairman, I have here before me three 
letters, and a sufficient number of copies for other members of the 
committee, and I think it might be helpful if we could all understand 





Ww Ww Ww Ww WO 


eet 


oOo ~ 


Oo ® 


—- 








SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYBRES 149 


a little better the interest expressed in these letters concerning the 
Post Office Department. Perhaps the committee wants to keep a 
record of these letters. These are letters we received in the last couple 
of weeks from three great organizations. I wouldn't take your time 
to read them, but one is from the oo nt of the National Association 
of Postmasters, one is from the National Association of Postal Super- 
visors, and the third from the National League of Postmasters. I just 
wanted you to know that we of the Department are grateful to have 
received these letters. We appreciate the understanding of the repre 
sentatives of those three groups. They understand our objectives and 
appreciate our efforts, as feeble as they may be. I would like to ask 
you, Mr. Chairman, whether they can be made part of the record. 

The Cuatrman. If there is no objec tion, the “VW il] be incor por ated in 
the record. 

(The letters referred to by the Postmaster General are annexed 
hereto, as follows :) 


NATIONAL LEAGUE OF POSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 4, D. C., January 10, 1955 
Hon. ARTHUR E. SUMMERFIELD, 
Postmaster General. 


DEAR Mr. POSTMASTER GENERAL: The national officers and the members of the 
executive committee of the National League of Postmasters wish to advise you 
of the league’s appreciation of the consistent fairness shown by you and your 
associates in the appointment and removal of postmasters during these past two 
years. 

You have recognized efficient and faithful service and there has been no doubt 
that your public statements to “live up to the spirit of the Civil Service Com 
mission and the merit system for Government employees” have been carried out 
by your actions. 

The National League, the oldest postmaster organization representing approxi- 
mately 26,000 members, is always willing to cooperate with the Post Office Depart- 
ment in maintaining the highest possible standard of postal service and to better 
the welfare of the individual members by improving the conditions under which 
they work. 

We appreciate your policies in upholding the best traditions of the civil service 
and believe your doing so is reflected in better mail service to the American 
people. 

Sincerely, 
LAWRENCE JONES, 
National President. 
WILLIAM E. MASSIRE, 
First Vice President. 
JOHN R. GALLAGHER, 
Executive Committeeman. 
L. PETER TEMPLE, 
Erecutive Committeeman. 
ELLA SKorR, 
Executive Committeewoman. 
C. B. Gravitt, Jr., 
National Secretary. 


—_———— 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PostTAL SUPERVISORS, 
Chicago 7, Ill.. January 10, 1955. 
Hon. ARTHUR E. SUMMERFIELD, 
Postmaster General, Washington, D. C. 


Dear GENERAL SUMMERFIELD: Reports from radio and press, industry, the 
American public, as well as from those within the postal service, all indicate that 
the handling of Christmas mails in the year just passed was without parallel 
in recent memory. Undoubtedly, many reasons can be advanced for this happy 
state of affairs and by this time you must have heard them all. Nevertheless, 
I hope that mine, gathered from observations of those actually engaged in 
handling the mails, might still be of some interest to you. Aside from the ideal 
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weather conditions which are always a factor in this tremendous task, other 
principal factors were: 

(a) Early mailing publicity to which the public responded. 

(b) Farsighted administration planning began to reap some of the benefits 
anticipated. Through regional real estate managers, adequate space was made 
available in which to carry on expanded operations. The Postal Transportation 
Service coordinated their services and cooperated in every respect. That mails 
really moved between offices was readily obvious from the postmarks. 

(c) The Air Lift. Not to be discounted was the fact that mails from distant 
points were received one to three days earlier. 

(d) The challenge to postal employees to deliver a better job by overtime work 
than could be done at equivalent cost by temporary employees. You gambled— 
and won. 

Because “Operation Christmas” (veterans of the postal service look upon it 
as a challenge the same as ballplayers look upon the World Series) was such a 
smooth operation, many of us were better able to enjoy not only Christmas Day, 
but Christmas Eve with our families, thoroughly relaxed in the knowledge of 
a job well done. To you and your staff—Thanks a million! 

Yours cordially, 


MicHAEL C. Nave, President. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Haverill, Mass., January 14, 1955. 
Hon. ARTHUR E. SUMMERFIELD, 
Postmaster General of the United States, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR GENERAL SUMMERFIELD: January 20, 1955, will be the second anniv- 
versary of your acceptance of the Postmaster Generalship of the United States 
and I don’t want the occasion to pass without tendering you my congratulations 
and the sincere thanks of the National Association of Postmasters for the 
manner in which you have upheld the Civil Service Regulations which protect 
the livelihood of our membership. 

You may be assured that the postmasters of the United States are devoted, 
loyal, and grateful for the way in which they have been treated under your 
administration. 

There have been a few cases during the last 2 years in which we have dis- 
agreed, but I also recognize the fact that those cases are balanced by others 
in which humanitarianism and good judgement prevailed where a strict and 
unyielding interpretation of the regulations could have ended in dismissals, 
and in those cases where the views of tbe Department and the National As- 
sociation of Postmasters did not coincide, we were always given a full and 
courteous hearing before a decision was made. 

It is of interest to note in this connection that an extremely high percentage 
of the largest post offices in the country have not had a change in postmasters 
since you took office. For your scrupulous fairness in all your dea:ings with 
the association and myself personally accept the assurance of my sincere 
appreciation. 

With best personal regards, and with the assurance of the continued loyalty 
and devotion of the National Association of Postmasters, I remain 

Yours cordially, 
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RAYMOND V. MCNAMARA, 
President, National Association of Postmasters. 

Mr. Summerrievp. And I would like to state at this time that if any 
member of the committee would like to spend some time collectively or 
personally with any member of the Department, that opportunity is — 
certainly available to you, and we frankly would appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to sit down quietly and explain this bill point for point, andif — 
there is anything we have overlooked we would be happy to be ap- 
ee of it, of course; and we do not pretend that we are writing the 
egislation for the Congress, but intend merely to submit our recom- 
mendations for legislation, sir. 

The CuHarrman,. All right. Are there any further questions? If 
not, the committee is adjourned. 

(Whereupon at 12:20 p. m., Monday, February 7, 1955, the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, United States Senate, ad- 
journed subject to call by the chairman.) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1955 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Post OFrFIce AND CiviL SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m. in room 134, Senate 
Office Building, Senator Olin D. Johnston (the chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators Johnston (the chairman), Neely, Pastore, 
Monroney, Hennings, Scott, Neuberger, Langer, and Curtis. 

Also present : Mr. H. W. Brawley, executive director, and Mr. R. W. 
Johnson. 

The CHatrman. The hearing will come to order. Our first witness 
will be Mr. W. M. Thomas. Please identify yourself for the record, 
Mr. Thomas. 


STATEMENT OF W. M. THOMAS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL POSTAL 
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION ON POSTAL PAY LEGISLATION 


Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, for 
the purpose of identification, my name is W. M. Thomas and I am 
president of the National Postal Transport Association, an organiza- 
tion of approximately 30,000 postal employees assigned to the Bureau 
of Transportation of the postal field service. 

I appreciate very much this opportunity to present our views with 
regard to the need for a substantial postal salary increase. I also 
desire to commend this committee for opening hearings on this im- 
portant subject at an early date, and for the fact that the task of 
determining needs for an adjustment is being pursued in meetings 
of unprecedented frequency. The action taken here will determine the 
future efficiency of the most widely used method of communication of 
this nation. At this time, resulting from great numbers of resigna- 
tions and morale at an all time low, the efficiency of this great service 
is definitely in jeopardy. 

We consider it a fair statement that essentially the entire citizen- 
ship of this country agrees that postal salaries are inadequate and 
should be increased without unnecessary delay. However, it is un- 
fortunate to the postal worker that there is so great a difference 
between an increase and an adequate increase. No increase which will 
not afford sufficient buying power to permit the postal workers to 
regain their former relative economic standing without the necessity 
of continuing on additional jobs, or their wives working in order to 
supplement incomes, could be considered adequate. 

The position of this association is that an adequate increase would 
be one of at least $800 per annum. During the second session of the 
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83d Congress a good case for such amount was presented, and condi- 
tions as of this date are even more acute, there having been a further 
increase in the cost of living in the interim. 

However, conditions which exist at this time have resulted in our 
decision to support 8S. 1 which was introduced by the distinguished 
chairman of this committee and 20 other Senators. We realize that 
time is of the essence and pray for speedy action as is indicated by the 
diligence of this committee. 

The needs for a salary increase at this time cannot be properly 
determined by going back only 4 years at which time postal workers 
received their last increase. To arrive at a proper amount it will 
be necessary to go back to 1939. 

The Congress has provided 5 increases for postal workers, be- 
ginning with Public Law 134 of 1945. However, without exc eption, 
by the time the effective date of each such increase was reached the 
postal worker found that he was yet behind. As a result of each 
compromise on the amount of the increase, the postal worker slipped 
backward from the standard of living as of 1939. 

During the period since 1939, while industrial workers of this Na- 
tion have had their standard of livi ing improved by increases in wages, 
the postal wor ker finds that his pure chasing power of this time is “far 
less. The postal worker is among the very few groups of workers 
who find themselves worse off than in 1939. 

Statistics as compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics show that 
for 32 groups of workers in industries and sales activities the increases 
since 1939 range from 112.3 percent to as high as 228.5 percent, the 
highest increase having been granted bituminous coal miners. A vast 
majority of these groups have received more than 150- percent in- 
creases. Such increases as have been granted these workers during the 
preceding year would be added, since these statistics are now a year 
old. 

Thus it will be seen that the increases granted postal workers, by 
comparison, lag from 18 to 135 percent. 

We also submit that the postal worker should be rewarded for in- 
creased efficiency, a factor which is recognized in industry. This 
increase has resulted in great savings to the Post Office Department as 
indicated in a recent report from the Postmaster General, from which 
I quote: 

For the 5-year period ending with 1952, while the volume of mail increased 33 
percent in the number of pieces and 29 percent in weight, the hours of productive 
employment increased only 9 percent. 

During these years when industrial workers have been rewarded 
for gr eater effici ‘lency by being permitted to share in additional profits, 
post: fal workers have been told that their w ages cannot be increased 
for the reason of the postal deficit, a condition over which the em- 
ployee has absolutely no control. Except for the increased efficiency 
of the postal worker the postal deficit would be far greater than it 
now is. 

When considering the reclassification bill, S. 773, as introduced } 
the distinguished former chairman of this ¢ ommittee, we strongly 1 ane 
this committee to consider amendments to the bill which are in ‘keeping 
with the legislative program of the National Postal Transport Asso- 
ciation as mandated by national conventions. 
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We recommend the following changes: Page 14, strike out lines 18 
and 19. It is our position that all distribution should be performed 
by clerks. When such a provision exists in a law or in a regulation, 
abuses result in that mail handlers are used in distribution where some 
amount of scheme knowledge is required. This has been our experi- 
ence since 1949, when an order was issued by the Department, assign- 
ing such simple distribution to mail handlers. 

Page 21, line 8, strike out the words “terminal, airmail field.” Page 
28, lines 5 and 6, after the word “position,” strike out the language 
and insert “distribution clerk RPO, HPO, terminal, or airmail field.” 
The duties and responsibilities as described for level 5 more ade 
quately agree with the work being performed in stationary units of 
the Postal Transportation Service than does the duties and responsi- 
bilities described for level 4. 

Prior to 1934 all Postal Transportation Service clerks were in the 
same level. At that time positions in terminals were downgraded 
administratively. In 1945 Public Law 134 downgraded clerks as- 
signed to airmail fields. These clerks were the only postal employees 
who were downgraded as the result of that act. It has consistently 
been the contention of this association that the proper level of salary 
should be restored to these employees. 

Positions in offices of general and district superintendents in the 
field service are not described in this bill, and it is requested that such 
positions be spelled out clearly. 

It is our request that this bill be amended to contain language which 
will afford employees the benefit of holidays which fall on Saturday. 
The Government recruits employees who understand that they receive 
credit for eight holidays each year. However, under existing laws, 
when a holiday falls on Saturday, the employees fail to receive credit 
for same. 

Section 601 should be so amended as to prohibit the Postmaster Gen- 
eral from recruiting supervisors in the postal field service from other 
Government agencies. We have no objection to recruiting people for 
some positions, such as doctors and nurses. 

The bill should be so amended as to provide a salary increase not 
less than that provided in S. 1. 

Anniversary dates of employees who have not attained the top auto- 
matic grade of their level should be continued. We suggest that the 
language in line 20, page 92 be amended to read “on the date of last 
such automatic adjustment.” 

Mr. Chairman, I am most grateful for the privilege of appearing 
here today and presenting the views of the workers I am honored to 
represent. 

It is our position while the proposals are not adequate and not real- 
istic in view of the situation existing at this time, especially in regard 
to speedy action to adjust the pay status of postal workers, we are 
wholeheartedly endorsing this bill and hope that the committee can 
report it out at an early date so that paychecks of the postal workers 
will be increased and stop resignations which are so prevalent through- 
out our service at this time, and build it up to the point where a good 
postal service can be established and maintained throughout our 
Nation. 

The postal workers, based on statistics from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, have been lagging behind the pay advances secured by other 
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workers in industry since World War II and have not yet attained 
the standard of living they had prior to World War II. 

With regard to bill S. 773, if this committee considers this bill, we 
have offered some suggested amendments. These would be funda- 
mental in this report—amendments which would limit the authority 
of the Postmaster General, and other amendments which would be 
in keeping with the legislative program of our organization as man- 
dated by our national conventions. 

Senator Pastore. Let me ask you a question, sir. 

The proposed reclassification is included in S. 773, is it not? 

Mr. Tuomas. It is, Senator. 

Senator Pasrore. And you are not satisfied with that? 

Mr. Tuomas. We are not. We think the men in our stationary 
units should be in level 5. It has been our position for years. These 
are the only postal workers, Senator, who in previous years have been 
downgraded. Previous to 1934 all have been in what would be level 5 
in this bill. 

When Public Law 124 was enacted in 1945, our men assigned to 
terminals were downgraded as a result of that law. 

Senator Pastore. A representation was made last week that you 
were consulted at the time these specifications were spelled out in 
S. 773. 

Mr. Tuomas. That is true. 

Senator Pastore. And did you expres at that time your dissatisfac- 
tion with it ? 

Mr. THomas. We did. 

The Cuarrman. You have changed your mind now ? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir. 

Senator Pastore. No; he is still dissatisfied. 

The CuHatrmMan. Dissatisfied ? 

Senator Pasrore. Yes. 

Senator Lancer. I want to compliment you on your brevity. 

Mr. Tuomas. Thank you, Senator. 

The CuHatrman. Are there any other questions? If not, the next 
witness will be Paul M. Castiglioni. 

Give your name and position for the record, please. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL M. CASTIGLIONI 


Mr. Castictiont. My name is Paul M. Castiglioni; I am the legisla- 
tive representative of the National Federation of Post Office Motor 
Vehicle Employees, and I want to thank you for the privilege of 
appearing before you to present the views of the people whom I repre- 
sent on the legislation under consideration. When S. 1 and S. 773 
were introduced, I immediately obtained copies of these bills and sent 
them to 50 of our largest locals to study so that I could be guided by 
their wishes. To date I have heard from most of these 50 locals and, 
in each and every instance, they all say about the same thing. None 
of them want S. 773 in its present form and all of them favor §. 1. 
The bill S. 1 would provide an immediate salary increase of 10 percent 
for all employees, plus other benefits, and because we believe an in- 
crease of this amount has been completely justified by previous wit- 
nesses, and because it is my desire to be as conservative as possible 
with your valuable time, I would prefer to devote the major part of 
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my testimony to acquainting you with some of our objections to 5. 773. 
‘First let me say that we are disappointed in the final draft of ‘the 
Department's proposal for a salary increase and a reclassification of 
postal positions. During the past couple of months we have been 
accorded the opportunity of discussing salaries and job descriptions 
with Assistant Postmaster General Ly. ons and his very able staff on 
several occasions. We fully realize that a reclassification of positions 
in the vehicles service is long overdue and, because of the many cour- 
tesies shown us by General Lyons, our hopes ran high that this year 
the Department would come up with something that our membership, 
in good faith, could approve. Something that the Department and 
the employees would be in general agreement on. Something that 
would enable both the Postmaster General and the representatives of 
the employees to stand before this committe today and say, “Gentle- 
men, this 1s it, here is a bill that will serve the best interests of both 
the Post Office Department and its employees.” 

Senator Pastore. May L ask a question at this point ? 

The CHarrMan. Surely. 

Senator Pastorr. I don’t want to interrupt your statement, but 
I would like to clear this up in my own mind at this time. As far 
as the people you represent, is their classification included in S. 773% 

Mr. CasTIcuiont. Some of them, sir; a portion of them. 

Senator Pastore. Only a portion of them ? 

Mr. Castie.iont. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. What percentage of them ? 

Mr. Casticuioni. I would say between 80 and 85 percent, sir. 

Senator Pastore. Are you satisfied with the classification in S. 773 
as to them ? 

Mr. Casrtietionr. Not entirely, sir. 

Senator Pasrorr. Where is your objection ? 

Mr. Castietiont. Well, I list my objections as I go along, Senator. 

Senator Pastore. All right. 

Mr. Castieriont. If you will permit me, sir. 

Senator Pastore. Surely. 

Mr. Casticuionti. I want all concerned to know that I personally 
regret very much it just isn’t possible for me to make that kind of 
a statement today because of certain language contained in S. 773. 

However, in all fairness, I do want the | committee to know that the 
salary provisions that are spelled out in S. 773 for certain classifica- 
tions in the vehicle service are far more liberal than was proposed 
last year. Our main objections to the bill in this respect are the 
manner in which the men are converted to the new schedule, the many 
positions in the vehicle service of which no mention is made in the 
bill, plus the very small increase it grants to those who would be 
assigned to level 4. May I add, too, that the great majority of all 
vehicle service employees would be assigned to level 4 in the proposals 
contained in S. 773. I also call your attention to the fact that while 
seven steps are provided for garagemen and general mechanics, no 
present employee in either of these classifications, regardless of his 
length of service, can hope to reach his top grade with less than 2 
more years of additional service. 

Please note that in the key position schedules, not one single super- 
visory position in the vehicle service is listed or even mentioned. 
Regardless of what anyone else may have recited to you, I want you 
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to know that I represent many vehicle service supervisors and that 
I have spoken to many of them on this subject and I can assure you 
that, for the most part, they are greatly disturbed. Section 301 of 
the bill would give full authority to the Postmaster General to evalu- 
ate and determine what he believes to be the proper salary level for 
every supervisory position in the vehicle service. ‘The supervisory em- 
ployees in our service would greatly prefer that their salaris and 
grades be determined and incorporated in the bill before the Congress 
acts, not after the bill has been passed. They believe, and we do, too, 
that these salaries should be included in the bill, if for no other reason 
than to permit the Congress to know exactly what they will be 
before being asked to pass on them. 

Our next. objection to the bill is the salary level provided for motor 
vehicle operators as compared to at least one other classification in 
another branch of the service. During the past year, much stress has 
been placed on the principle of “equal pay for equal work” and the 
correction of inequities. Despite all this, you will find in S. 773 that 
the same salary level is provided for special-delivery messengers as is 
provided for a motor vehicle operator who drives a 10-ton tractor and 
trailer. In order that there be no misunderstanding, let me make it 
erystal clear that we have no objection whatsoever to the rate provided 
for special messengers. However, we are certain that if a proper 
evaluation were made, operators of large motortrucks, by virtue of 
the experience required, their duties, responsibilities, and work re- 
quirements, would and should be placed in a higher salary bracket. 
Before passing on to the next subject, may I also call your attention 
to the fact that in addition to their basic salaries, special messengers 
are allowed 90 cents an hour for the use of their privately owned 
automobiles when used in the performance of their duties. 

Now we come to the language that concludes so many job descrip- 
tions in the bill. Naturally, we too are considerably worried about 
the words “occasionally may perform duties of a higher level.” Our 
interest in this matter concerns the possible abuse of the word “oc- 
casionally” insofar as it relates to postmasters assigning employees 
of a lower level to perform the duties of a higher level, at the lower 
rate of pay. We know this has been and still is a common practice 
with many postmasters and while it often is not their intent to take 
advantage of the employee, in many cases they have no alternative 
because of conditions over which they have no control. 

Almost every day cases of this nature reach my desk and at the 
moment I am reminded of a case recently corrected, where 1 of our 
drivers occupied a supervisory position continuously for over 5 years 
but never received more than a driver’s pay during that period. 
Again I want to make our position perfectly clear. We have no ob- 
jection to any of our people occasionally doing work of a higher level 
without change in salary. We realize that if a man is afforded the 
opportunity of learning the requirements of the higher position in 
this manner, he becomes qualified and thus his chances for promotion 
are improved. 

Senator Curtis. Would you yield right there for a question ? 

Mr. Casrieiiontr. Certainly. 

Senator Curtis. This language to which you object, “ocewsionally 
may,” that is not in the present law? 
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Mr. CastiIGuiont. No. 

Senator Curtis. And yet the abuses arose in the present law, where 
a driver performed supervisory duties for 5 years‘ 

Mr. Casrie.iont. Yes. 

Senator Curtis. In that case wouldn’t the insertion of the word 
“occasionally” be a limitation because I don’t know of anyone that 
would call 5 years “occasional” ¢ 

Mr. CastiGLioni. No. 

Senator Curris. Can you think of better language / 

Mr. Casticiion1. No. That language was ‘the occasion of much 
discussion and controversy before ‘the House committee, and I be- 
lieve the committee itself is going to get a legal interpretation of 
exactly what the word “occasionally” will mean. 

I think everyone will agree the word “temporary” means just a 
short length of time, and yet we have employees in the service who 
have been. employed ina temporary capacity for in some cases 10 years. 
And that is where we are very much concerned about how this word 
“occasional” will be defined or construed in the future if this bill is 
enacted. 

Senator Curtis. But inequities do arise under the present law ¢ 

Mr. Castigiioni. Yes, sir; they do. 

Senator Curtis. Thank you. 

Mr. Casriauionr. I do know, and we have proven it many times in 
the past, that when a real emergency arises, every man in the vehicle 
service, regardless of classification, 1s perfectly willing to roll up his 
sleeves and pitch in to get the job done. If there is any man in our 
service who doesn’t feel that way about it, 1 wouldn’t want to repre- 
sent him. Now, maybe our concern is without real foundation and in 
this connection, Mr. Chairman, and because I believe it would be help 
ful to both the committee and the employees, may I be so bold as to 
suggest that Assistant Postmaster General Lyons be requested to 
elaborate on his-exact interpretation of this language and whether 
not he would be agreeable to incorporating his definitions into the bi iL 

Section 605 of the bill provides that the Postmaster General ts an- 
thorized to employ postal employees in a dual capacity and to pay 
such employees for such services at the rates provided by law. In the 
vehicle service we have many substitutes who are employed in a dual 
capacity, yet I believe you'll agree there is nothing in section 605 that 
states the Postmaster General shall pay such employees at the rates 
provided by law for such services. We recommend that section 605 
be amended as follows: 

On line 5 after the word employ, insert the word “substitute” 

On line 6, strike out the word “to” and in lieu thereof insert the 
word “shall”. 

Our Federation disapproves that part of section 706 which would 
repeal the present law governing the quota of substitutes to regular 
employees. Because of « certain conditions that exist today and which 
did not exist when the present quota of 1 to 6 was fixed, we would 
be in accord with some revision of the law in this respect. We would 
suggest that the quota of regular substitutes be not more than 1 to each 
t regulars or less than 1 to each 6 regulars. 

59149—55 
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In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make this observation. 1 
honestly believe that the differences of opinion that have been expres- 
sed before the committee on this legislation are not so great that 
they cannot be ironed out in an intelligent and agreeable manner to 
all concerned. I further believe that if a committee were appointed 
to accomplish this, consisting of Members of the Congress, officials of 
the Department and employee representatives, a much better under- 
standing would result, and it would greatly expedite this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the people I represent 
want and badly need an increase in salary. That’s the only reason 
they have elected me to come before you and to present our case. ‘Their 
sole interest is in rendering the American people the best and most 
efficient postal service possible and to be fairly treated and decently 
paid for their labors. To this end we earnestly and in all good faith, 
solicit your support. 

The CuarrmMan. Are there any questions / 

Senator Lancer. Yes. 

Over in Boston, are they still using those old White trucks they 
used in World War I to deliver mail ? 

Mr. Castieuiont. Oh, no, Senator Langer. We have all new 
modern trucks throughout the entire country. 

Senator Lancer. In Boston too? 

Mr. Castietion1. Throughout the entire country, sir. 

Senator Langer. What did you do with the old trucks? 

Mr. Castierionti. I think maybe they put them in a museum, Sena- 
tor. That is where they belonged. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any other questions ? 

Senator Nrety. Do you have two mail deliveries a day up there? 

Mr. Castietiont. In Boston? 

Senator Neety. Yes. 

Mr. Castigiion1. I wouldn’t know that. That does not come 
within— 

Senator Neety. Do you know any place in the country where they 
have two deliveries daily, because if I am not mistaken, there was 
some promise that there would be two mail deliveries restored under 
this administration. It has not been done in my State and I wondered 
if we were paying some sort of a penalty for something we had done 
unintentionally, or, if appropriate, intentionally. 

Mr. Castieriont. [ am not in a position to answer that question 
intelligently or honestly because I just don’t know. That does not 
come within the scope of my activities, sir. 

The Cnamman. Are there any other questions? 

( No-response. ) 

The Crairman, If not, we certainly thank you for coming before 
us. 

Mr. Castietiont. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHatrman. Our next witness is Mr. George L. Warfel. 
Would you please identify yourself for the record, Mr. Warfel ? 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE L. WARFEL 


Mr. Warret. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by way 
of introduction my name is George L. Warfel, president of the Na- 
tional Association of Special Delivery Messengers, an affiliate of the 
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American Federation of Labor and the Government Employees Coun 
cil (AFL) with national headquarters located at 112 C Street, NW. 
Washington, D. C. Our membership is comprised of the special de 
livery messengers in post offices of the first class, whieh offices only 
have enough volume of special delivery mail to merit the employment 
of classified special delivery messengers. 

This opportunity to appear before you in the interest of the special 
delivery messengers is greatly appreciated. Also we are grateful to 
the members of this committee, as well as other Senators, who have 
shown their active interest in our problems by sponsoring legislation in 
behalf of postal employees. 

Our association wholeheartedly endorses the principles and pur- 
poses of the bill S. 773, by Mr. Carlson and others. Enactment would 
correct many inequities which have existed for the past 10 years and 
which can be corrected only through a new classification bill. 

Among the most important resolutions setting up our legislative 
program as adopted at our national convention held in Los Angeles 
last August, were the following subjects: 

1. The upgrading of the position of special delivery messenger to 
the level of that of city carrier and the majority of post office clerks. 
Equal pay for equal work. 

2. Longevity grades for substitutes. 

3. Opportunity for special delivery messengers and other employ- 
ees to compete in supervisory — 

4. Twenty-six paydays per year. 

5. A pay raise. 

Each of the above would be brought about under the provisions 
included in the Carlson bill. It is my considered judgment that the 
paramount intent of this bill is to eliminate inequities in the present 
law and the fact that special delivery messengers stand to gain more 
through the enactment of S. 773 than many other employees merely 
proves the necessity for changes to be made in the interest of fair and 
just employee relationships. 

Some changes may be necessary in order to leave no doubt as to 
the intent of specific sections of the bill, but the willingness indicated 
by the sponsors of the bill, and Department officials, to give full con- 
sideration to these matters makes it appear such differences of opinion 
may be worked out. 

On the following page is a diagram showing how the enactment 
of S. 773 would affect the pay of | special delivery messengers. We 
fully agree with the sponsors of S. 1 and others who feel that the per- 

centage increase in S. 773 is inadequate. Ifowever, it is our hope that 

a compromise may be worked out to the end that the committee may 
report out a bill embodying reclassification, and with as high a per- 
centage raise as the committee feels may be justified. 

(The schedule referred to is as follows:) 





160 SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SPECIAL DELIVERY MESSENGERS 
112 C Street, N. W. 
Washington-l, D. C. 


S$.773 by Mr. Carlson HR-2987 by Mr. Murray HR-3017 by Mr, Rees, 


PAY SCHEDULES 
APPLIGABLE TO SPECIAL DELIVERY MESSENGERS 
__Present Automatic Grades (Publ w2 
PROPOSED eee dtl aeat hint nike taliiaiel 
——INCREASES __3170 327033703470 3570 3670 |_3770 
5% added effective; 158.50 163.50 168,50 173,50 178,50 183.50 188,50 
First pay period } 
after enactment 
Adjustment 6 Mos, 261,50 156,50 51,50 61,50 71,50. 81,50 91,50 Adjustment to 
Total within 6 Mos:420.00 320.00 220.00 235.00 250.00 265,00 280.00 be effective 6 
% of Increase - 13628 967% 6.5% 668% Th . 7626 704% Mos. after en- 
actment which 
time will est- 
Above increases " i ablish new pro- 
bringing pay up i motion date. 
to steps of new )——> ' Then annual pro- 
salary grade 4 motions to 
as indicated ~ ’ 


3590 3705 3820 3935 4050 | 


TO FURTHER ILLUSTRATE: Under Bills S,773 and HR2987 these Special Delivery 
Messengers now in top grade 7 (which constitutes 70% of our personnel) would 
receive increases as follows: 


% Increase 
First Pay Period After Enactment - 5% of $3770- $188,50 5 


Six Months following enactment; Adjustment to 
step 5 of new salary level (or grade) 4- 91,50 204% 


One Year following adjustment date; By advance 
to step 6 of grade 4- 115.00 


One Year later: Advance to step 7 (top) of grade 
L- 115,00 3.05% 


Total Increase Over Present Top Grade Within 
30 Months Following Enactment~ $510.00 13.5% 


Senator Pastore. If we decide to raise it from 5 to7 or 8 or 10 per- 
cent, does that mean you would have to work out a new reclassifica- 
tion schedule under S. 773, or could that change be incorporated in 
the present bill ? 

Mr. Warrev. If you have noticed in the chart I have prepared, un- 
der proposed increases on the left, it says 5 percent added effective 
soandso. That 5 percent is what I referred to. That could be changed 
without changing of the other schedules provided in the bill. That 
is, if the Congress saw fit and desired to do that. And could get the 
votes to put it through. 

Senator Pastore. Isn’t the percentage rigid? Isn’t there 5 percent 
provided for all employees? 

Mr. Warret. There is a basic 5 percent increase on all present sala- 
ries. Then you have an adjustment added after 6 months which is a 
classification feature. 


The CuarrMan. But a 10 percent increase would upset the classi- 
fication feature entirely. 
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Mr. Warret. Not necessarily. 

The Carman. It would in a great many cases? 

Mr. Warret. It might disturb some provisions. 

Senator Pastore. The point I am getting at is this: In order to in- 

crease the 5 percent, you have to break S. 773 up and take it apart and 
build it up all over again. 

Mr. Warre-. It might be, as the chairman suggested, if you go as 
high as 10 percent, it would affect it. I think an intermediate amount 
would be written in without disturbing that. 

Under section 708 of the bill we have the equipment maintenance 
allowance for special-delivery messengers. It is suggested that sub- 
section A be amended as follows: 

Strike out lines 15, 16, 17, and the first 4 words in line 18. In line 
19 strike out the period after the word “mail” and insert “under the 
direction of the Department,” period—thereby changing the subsec- 
tion to read: 

Sec. 708 (a). In addition to the compensation provided under this act the 
Postmaster General shall pay regular and substitute special-delivery messengers 
at first-class post offices an automotive equipment allowance at the rate of 90 
cents per hour spent in making delivery of special-delivery mail under the 
direction of the Department. He shall make payments for equipment mainte- 
nance at the same periods and in the same manner as payments of regular 
compensation. 

This suggested amendment is in line with present administration 
in that wherever a special-delivery messenger uses his own automo- 
tive equipment on the job he is paid for the use of his vehicle on an 
hourly rate instead of by the mile. Taking the service as a whole, on 
the basis of tot al mileage used, there would not be much difference in 
the cost whichever method were used. However, any special-delivery 
messenger ceauead to making deliveries in congested districts found 
the use of a mileage rate to be insufficient to adequately compensate 
him tor his car expense. Therefore, more recently, the Department 
taking into account the factors of both fairness to special-delivery 
messengers and the greater ease of administration of the hourly rate, 
finally decided to throw out the 7 cents per mile and to use the hourly 
‘ate entirely. The use of the 7 cents per mile rate was put into effect 
in relatively few offices. 

At the time Public Law 134 was enacted the furnishing of a car 
for job use whenever needed was mandatory on special-delivery mes- 
sengers. It was strictly a “no car—no job” proposition. The intent 
of the committee, as indicated by the hearings preceding enactment 
of that law was that the messengers would continue to furnish the 
needed vehicles, section 22 (f) being inserted at the Department’s 

request to permit enough flexibility in administration to protect the 
special-delivery service in emergencies. However, the Comptroller 
General ruled that the wording ‘of section 22 (f) permitted general 
use of vehicles other than those of the special-delivery messengers. 
Section 708 (b) of bill H. R. 2987 is a restatement of section 22 (f) 
of the Public Law 134 in conformity with the Comptroller General’s 
decision. 

It should be pointed out to the committee that the present policy 
of the Department is to use Government-owned vehicles whenever 
they are available for delivery of special-delivery mail, with the result 
that additional post-office trucks have been purchased and are prin- 
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cipally used now. However, there are instances where Government 
vehicles are not available and the Department is unable to obtain 
vehicles under contract at the rate of 90 cents per hour. As a result, 
some special-delivery messengers are still expected, or required to fur- 
nish their own cars for job use. Much hardship to the special- 
delivery messengers resulted from the requirement “that trucks be 
used whenever available” in that at the great majority of offices trucks 
were available for special-delivery work only at time when not re- 
quired for parcel post or collections. 

This requirement for availability of the messengers’ vehicles at 
the convenience of the Department, but with only slight use of them, 
placed a great financial burden on the messengers with no opportunity 
for sufficient recompense through use of their cars to enable them 
to break even. 

About 1 year ago Assistant Postmaster General Abrams and Mr. 
Nelson worked out instructions which have been exceedingly help- 
ful. In view of the several years of trying experiences on this matter 
preceding the issuance of those instructions it appears logical that 
the best way to prevent possible repetition would be to have proper 
safeguards written in the law as subsection (c). We, therefore, 
recommend the following additional amendment: 

Sec. 708 (c). Any special-delivery messenger who is now, or who may be 
hereafter required to have his personal vehicle available for use in delivery 
of.‘special-delivery mail, shall: use*such vehicle a minimum of five scheduled 
days a week during the hours a vehicle is needed in the performance of his 
duties, at the automotive equipment rate of 90 cents per hour, for a period 
of 18 months from the date of enactment. In event his vehicle will not be 
needed after the expiration of 18 months, the Postmaster shall so notify him 
within 60 days from the date of expiration. Failure to so notify him shall act 
to constitute the beginning of another 18-month period for use of his vehicle. 

Such an amendment would protect the special-delivery messengers 
on investments in vehicles made for use on the job in that they would 
have a guaranty of enough usage of their cars at automotive equip- 
ment rate of 90 cents per hour to offset the pro rata expense for job 
use. The messengers found it more economical to trade in their cars 
frequently, thereby avoiding loss of time consuming repairs with 
resultant protection to the service. To do this the most of them 
always had monthly car notes to meet. In 1949, 1950, and 1951 
hundreds of messengers with car notes had the rug pulled out from 
under them by being ordered to discontinue the use of their cars 
without previous notice. The suggested amendment would prevent 
such a future occurrence. All we have to rely on now is administra- 
tive orders. 

We have made a great deal of study with respect to the comparative 
cost of the use of post-oflice trucks versus the privately owned cars 
of the messengers. From those studies we are convinced that the 
overall cost to the Department of using the trucks far exceeds that 
of using the messengers’ cars at 90 cents per hour, and what is more 
important, better service can be maintained by the use of the cars. 
Our recommendations, therefore, are for discontinuance of the use 
of trucks for special delivery. We believe further that more expe- 
rience with the use of trucks will prove our point to the Department 
provided accurate cost figures are maintained. 

We have a suggested amendment to S. 773: Under the duties and 
responsibilities of special-delivery messengers (p. 17, line 22 of the 
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bill) following the word “duties” strike out the colon and insert the 
following: 

Provided that such assignments shall not interfere with prompt delivery 
of special-delivery letters or parcels. 

The primary duty of special-delivery messengers being to provide 
the type of service for which the patron has paid we consider such 
an amendment essential for protection of our services. Unfortu- 
nately, some postal supervisors fail to grasp the necessity for prompt 
delivery with the result that regular special-delivery messengers have 
been pulled off their “special” duties and given other assignments, 
then inexperienced men assigned to our job to the detriment of the 
service. The wording of the bill would invite such practice without 
such an amendment. 

The Caarrman. Are there any questions? 

Senator Lancer. Mr. Warfel, that special-delivery messenger, that 
lady I had out in Cheyenne, Wyo., Miss Jessie Johnson— 

Mr. Warret. Yes. 

Senator Lancer. Did she ever get promoted ? 

Mr. Warren. Yes. 

Senator Lancer. She was working 14 to 15 years. 

Mr. Warre.t. She was promoted about 2 years ago. She has a 
regular assignment. 

Senator Lancer. What job has she got now? 

Mr. Warret. Special-delivery messenger. 

Senator Lancer. Is she still a special-delivery messenger? 

Mr. Warret. So far as I know. We have 5 or 6 female special- 
delivery messengers. There were quite a few came in during the war 
but most of them resigned afterward. 

Senator Lancer. Is she still working? 

Mr. Warrev. Yes. She was off with a heart attack for about 6 
months, but she is back on the job now. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions of the witness? 

(No response. ) 

If not, we certainly thank you. 

Mr. Warret. Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Our next witness is Mr. Samuel E. Klein. Would 
you please come forward and identify yourself, Mr. Klein? 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL E. KLEIN, PRESIDENT, THE UNITED 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Kuern. My name is Samuel E. Klein. I am president and 
legislative representative of the United National Association of Post 
Office Clerks. Our association was chartered in 1882. Ours is an 
independent union, unaffiliated with any outside labor group and 
owned and operated by postal employees for the past 73 years. Our 
total membership approximates 40,000 persons. 

I want to personally thank you, Mr. Chairman, the members of 
the committee, and also the staff officers of the Senate Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee for scheduling these early hearings and 
for the opportunity to appear before you to express the views of the 
members of our association. 
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The bill, S. 1, sponsored by the distinguished chairman of this com- 
mittee and 20 other Senators, in my humble opinion, provides for 
an adjustment of salaries for employees of the postal service, which 
is vitally necessary and essential at the earliest practicable date. The 
cost-of-living increase, since our last salary increase, has materially 
reduced the net earnings of postal employees to the extent that their 
economic stability is affected. 

Consequently, we believe that the 10-percent increase offered in this 
bill should be enacted into law. 

When I appeared before this committee last year, I presented facts 
and figures of a poll, taken by our respective branches, to determine 
the percentage of members in debt, the percentage of working wives 
and the eine of our members holding dual jobs. These statistical 
figures were alarming, as compared to similar data obtained from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the overall American population. I 
do not intend to burden this committee, at this time, with these figures, 
as I am sure the staff will supply same for your perusal when the 
committee is preparing to report out a bill. 

Postal employees should be rewarded for their increased produc- 
tivity and efficiency and should derive the benefits of their harder 
and better work, the same as in outside industry. 

The tremendous turnover of employees in our service, over the past 
several years, as a result of hiring and separation, was only due to the 
fact that our salary was less attractive than in outside industry. The 
turnover 6f personnel is an expensive proposition and retards the 
efficient operation of our service. 

The bill, S. 1, provides for a gross average salary of $4,800, including 
longevity, for clerks and carriers, which would be just about the 
equivalent 1939 purchasing power for a family of three, after all 
deductions are made. However, not all employees are in the top 
longevity grade, thereby reducing the average salary considerably. 

Since 1930 our employees’ salary was increased approximately 95 
percent, as compared to the overall increase of almost 200 percent for 
people in major outside industries, which makes it appear that we have 
not shared equally in the rising standard of living in this prosperous 
Nation. 

The claim that we urgently require a salary increase has been demon- 
strated and not refuted and, although our convention mandated us to 
request a higher increase, we realize, after consultation with numerous 
Members of Congress, that the interests of all employes would best 
be served if we supported the bill presently before you, namely, S. 1 
and, consequently, we ask this committee to report this bill out to the 
Senate floor. 

I am aware that the distinguished former chairman of this commit- 
tee, together with six other Senators, has introduced S. 773, embodying 
the views of the Post Office Department. These bills provide for a 
5-percent increase in salary and for reclassification for the postal field 
service. We cannot conscientiously support these bills, due to the 
various provisions contained therein. 

The 5-percent increase in salary as it applies to the vast majority of 
clerks would only give them an increase of $210 per annum, while 
others in lower grades would receive increases as high as $310, after 
conversion. 
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It is observed that in a good many instances after each job descrip- 
tion appears the statement— 
as the needs of the service require, may perform other related duties of the same 
or lower level as assigned; occasionally may perform duties of a higher level. 

There is nothing contained in the bill which would make it man 
datory to pay the higher rate of pay to employees when assigned to 
work of a higher classification, and consequently, postmasters could 
and would assign employees to work of a higher level, allegedly on a 
temporary basis, but could continue indefinitely, without the employee 
being properly compensated at the higher rate of pay. 

Section 501 (B) provides that employees in grade 10, or higher, 
are to be advanced only four steps in their respective salary evel, 
and advancement beyond step 4 would be on a meritor ious basis. We 
submit that all step increases within a grade are made only upon com- 
pletion of satisfactory service at any time, and if the employee has 
not rendered satisfac tory or efficient service, his automatic advance- 
ment is withheld, therefore, the same principle should apply beyond 
step 4 and not be left to the discretion of the postmaster to determine 
if John Doe is entitled to a meritorious increa i 

Section 601 of the bill as written could permit ae ition into our 
service of employees from other Government agenci There is no 
restrictive language in this section which would ee Penaed those of 
a specialized nature, such as doctors, nurses and those who possess 
professional qualifications to be transferred into our service, and 
therefore we oppose this provision, as there is no limitation as to who 
may be brought into the postal field service. 

Section 605 of the bill refers to dual employment and authorizes the 
Postmaster General to employ postal employees in a dual capacity 
and to pay such employees for such services at the rates provided by 
law for such services. It is our contention that this provision could 
permit clerks or carriers to be assigned as mail handlers or janitors at 
the whims of a postmaster, if he happened to dislike an individual 
under his jurisdiction. 

While it is alleged that this could only occur in emergencies, nev- 
ertheless, the emergency could arise daily, with the same employee 
being designated to ‘perform the duties of a lower level. 

Section 703 provides that employees who perform work on Satur- 
days or Sundays shall, under regulations prescribed by the Postmas- 
ter General, either be granted compensatory time in an amount equal 
to the excess time worked within 5 working d: Lys, or be paid at the 
rate of time and one-half. At the time we were conferring with de- 
partmental officials with respect to their proposals, we unhesitatingly 
stated that we were opposed to this feature as one which could cause 
favoritism to certain employees. It was pointed out that in one office 
some employees could be paid overtime, while others in a less favorable 
position could be forced to take compensatory time off. This could 
cause ill-feeling and rancor among the employees, as we are certain 
that abuses could and would occur. 

Section 706 would discontinue the present ratio of 1 substitute for 
every 6 regulars and while we are aware of the present restrictions on 
the promotions to regular positions, the proposed section would per- 
mit an influx of substitutes, which could result in more substitutes 
being assigned to an office than regular employees, in view of the 
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fact that there would be no limitation or ratio as to the number of 
substitutes compared to regular employees. 

During the time the Department was preparing these proposals 
we visited with the officials on two separate occasions alone and 
once together with all organization representatives. We gathered 
the impression then that 20 percent of the clerical force would be 
placed in grade 5, according to key positions. However, the bill 
only provides for one key position in grade 5, namely “claims clerk” 
and in that position there are only 54 employees known as claim 
clerks, which is a mere fraction of the 20 percent originally mentioned. 

While we do not oppose the amount of salary increase allocated to 
special delivery messengers, we cannot reconcile how this position 
was evaluated in the same salary category as a clerk whose respon- 
sibilities are far greater. A clerk assigned to distribution is required 
to study schemes and qualify on same yearly, in order to retain his 
position. A clerk assigned to window duties has financial respon- 
sibility and must make good any loss in the event of forgery, over- 
payment, etc.; it has always been our contention that the postal clerk 
is one of the most important cogs in the physical makeup of the 
Department by virtue of his responsibilities and the type work he 
performs and his remuneration should be based accordingly, as com- 
pared to other duties with lesser responsibilities. 

Section 701 of the bill would provide 26 pay periods in the field 
postal service as compared to the present 24. This is highly desirable, 
and in fact, would accomplish something that we have striven for over 
a period of years. It would provide for paydays biweekly the same 
as in the classified service instead of the scheduled 1st and 16th of 
each month. 

However, the deductions in an employee’s salary when he is absent 
without pay would be drastically changed under the provisions of the 
proposed bill. Under section 701 when an employee is absent without 
pay, he would be charged on the basis of 260 days per year instead 
of the present 360-day basis which is more equitable. Experience 
has proven that employees invariably take time off without pay after 
exhaustion of sick or annual leave, or in the event of a death in their 
family, or other extenuating circumstances. Therefore, the higher 
deduction for absence without pay is indeed an inequity, and should 
be corrected. 

Section 810 would repeal all other Jaws and parts of laws in- 
consistent with S. 773 to the extent of such inconsistency. We believe 
that all laws which are to be repealed as being inconsistent should be 
clearly defined and stated in the bill in order to insure that certain 
laws are not repealed which are of paramount importance to postal 
employees. 

In conclusion, at the direction of our executive board, and the 
mandates of our convention, we desire to wholeheartedly endorse 
H. R. 1592 due to the fact that the amount of increase proposed in 
this bill is more realistic to the present requirements of our employees. 

Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to com- 
mend the committee for requesting brevity, and I will be brief. I 
wish to state at the outset, we most definitely request the reporting 
out of S.1. We believe that the request for a 10 percent salary increase 
has been demonstrated and not refuted and, therefore, we request that 
this committee expeditiously report out S. 1. 
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In connection with the bill, S. 73, our association is opposed to 
the various provisions contained in the bill as it affects our members. 

(1) The inadequate 5-percent salary increase. 

(2) The fact that employees, clerical employees, who are presently 
in grade 8, would receive an increase of $310, who only have 8 years 
of service, as compared to employees who have 9 years of service, or 
20 or 25 vears of service, who under this bill would receive $210. 

(3) The provisions of S. 773 provide that special delivery messen- 
gers be placed in the same category as the clerical force. We have 
no objection to special delivery messengers receiving a special increase, 
but on the other hand, we certainly do object to canbe’ delivery mes- 
sengers being compared with clerical employees whose responsibilities 
are far greater. A clerk assigned to distribution is required to study 
schemes and qualify on same yearly. A clerk assigned to window 
duties has financial responsibility and must make good any loss which 
occurs in the performance of his duties. 

(4) Bill S. 773 provides for the complete repeal of all laws and 
statutes inconsistent with S. 773 and we believe that by repealing 
all these laws, it certainly would affect the welfare of postal employees 
to some extent, and we would rather see all laws which are to be 
repealed clearly defined in the bill to indicate which laws are to be 
repealed. 

(5) The bill provided for dual employment and we believe that 
postal clerks could be assigned to duties of a lesser duty than they 
are assigned to, at the whims of a postmaster, just because he may 
dislike a certain individual, even though it may be on a temporary 
basis. 

Nevertheless, that occasional or temporary basis could be every 
single day of the week for an infrequent period. In view of these 
objections, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I again 
request that the bill, S. 1, be promptly reported out by this committee. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CratrMan. Are there any questions? 

If not, we will call the next witness. We certainly appreciate your 
brevity. 

Senator Hennines. And I appreciate it, too. 

Mr. Kiern. Thank you, Senator. 

The CuatrMan. The next witness is Jesse V. Horton. Would you 
come forward and identify yourself, Mr. Horton ‘ 


STATEMENT OF JESSE V. HORTON, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS 


Mr. Horron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
identification, I am Jesse V. Horton, legislative representative for 
the National Association of Postal Supervisors, with a membership 
of nearly 20,000 supervisors, ranging from clerks in charge and fore- 
men in first-line supervision up to assistant postmasters, all being 
part of management of first- and second-class post offices throughout 
the Nation. 

Historically, postal supervisors have not fared well in salary legis- 
lation through the years. From 1925 to 1945 there was no salary 
adjustment for postal supervisors in the field service despite salary 
considerations extended to several other Federal employee groups. 
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Following the last general reclassification of supervisory salaries in 
1945, because of the trend toward flat across-the-board pay increases— 
$400 in 1946, $450 in 1948, and $120 in 1949—the range of salaries 
overall was compressed closer together. 

Public Law 204 in 1951 Was based on a general increase of 8.8 per- 
cent but the minimum of $400 and the maximum of $800 in that 
measure, while affording a measure of dollar relief, served to further 
distort the differentials between grades and in supervisory salary 

anges. This $800 ceiling prompted the Senate Post Office-Civil 
Service Committee to make the following remarks in its Report No. 
701 on S. 355-S. 376, which became Public Law 204. 

The committee recognizes that this ceiling will not permit in its entirety the 
adjustments contemplated in S. 376, particularly in post offices of the first class, 
but the present emergency makes it unwise, in the opinion of the committee, that 
there be increases in compensation to Government employees, including the 
postal service, in excess of $800. Upon the termination of the present wag 
stabilization restrictions the Congress can, and we think should, carefully re- 
study the matter with a view of making the adjustments as originally con- 
templated. At least this bill is a step in that direction and with the end of the 
wage stabilization period it is hoped that the job can be completed. 

The wage stabilization restrictions ended more than 2 years ago, 
and surely the job should be finished now. 

The 1954 report of the Advisory Committee to the Senate Post Office- 
Civil Service Committee, created by Senate Resolution 49, contains 
this pertinent comment: 

Supervisory positions are not adequately recognized in existing pay schedules. 
The wide difference in pay between the postmaster and his principal assistants, 
including particulariy the assistant postmaster, is unjustifiable. On the other 
end of the supervisory ladder the difference in pay between bottom-rung super- 
visors and the employees whom they supervise is entirely inadequate. 

We recall with grateful appreciation remarks of President Eisen- 
hower to the effect that obvious distortions in the pay scales of the 
postal service should be corrected so that adjustments and more equi- 
table relationships between grades and steps within those grades should 
be made so that a proper and effective relationship between pay and 
work performed will be established and niaanlanl He further went 
on to say that legislation that disregards these principles of sound 
personnel management is obviously unwise. 

Every committee, in or out of Congress, that has studied the matter, 
has come to the conclusion that supervisory salary schedules were 
in desperate need of an upward revision. None, however, was more 
conscious of this need than the supervisors themselves. Ways and 
means of correcting this situation have constantly occupied our de- 
liberations and directed our organizational efforts. In consequence, 
we are definitely convinced—and we hope fervently that Congress 
will soon be also—that so long as the archaic and otherwise totally 
unsatisfactory salary structure which is basic in Public Law 134 re- 
mains in effect, our difficulties will continue to grow and continue to 
plague not only us, but Congress, too. No flat dollar or percentage 
increase can correct these inequalities in the existing law. 

We are grateful to Congress for the extended studies which resulted 
in the enactment of Public Law 184 in 1945 and for the many kindly 
and well-meant considerations since given to postal supervisors in 
seeking to improve the basic law. However, after more than 10 years 
of experience and 40 amendments later, inequities are still prevalent 
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and aggravating. It is our considered opinion that it is impossible 
to perfect this law and its salary schedules should be discarded, Un 
der this antiquated system, four principal factors govern the actual 
fixing of supervisory salaries. 

Receipts of the office determine the salaries of the postmaster and 
main post office supervisors. The salaries of station superintendents 
and assistant superintendents of stations are determined by _ the 
receipts of the station itself, plus the number of men supervised. 

Salabies of motor vehicle service supervisors are determined by 
trucks and men, and those of custodial supervisors by cubic feet and 
men. Because no power on earth has been able to consistently recon 
cile these 4 factors at any 1 office—let alone between offices of similar 
sizes—astounding distortions have resulted. 

Then, too, in some respects there is an inherent discouragement to 
efficiency and economy when the number of men supervised is a 
determining salary factor. For instance, a station superintendent 
whose salary is determined by receipts and number of emplovees, 
by promoting efficient and economical operations, thus reducing his 
force, also reduces his own salary. 

When you add to all the foregoing the further variations affecting 
the grading of the different classes of employees, such as 9 step grades 
for clerks and carriers, 10 for postal inspectors, 4 for special-delivery 
messengers and mail handlers, 5 for custodial employees, and only 
a single salary grade for postal supervisors, it can only add up to 
what everyone agrees is a monstrosity. We, therefore, cannot too 
strongly urge upon this committee that it uproot the very foundation 
of all our evils by discarding a proven unworkable salary structure 
as contained in Public Law 134 and in its stead, in the best interest 
of the postal service and its employees, favorably consider the pre 
visions of S. 773. 

The new salary structure which S. 773 provides, strikes at the 
very core of our complex problems, provides equal pay for equal 
responsibilities and is the only feasible and practical solution of the 
postal salary problems. While this structure is new to the postal 
service, in pattern and principle it is similar to that used in fixing 
the salaries of more than a million employees and officials under the 
Classification Act. 

The schedules shown on page 83 of S. 773 are adaptable to the 
postal service and will provide consistent salaries at all levels. The 
differential between grades from 1 to 20 is constant and equitable. 
Nothing in any of the testimony so far presented to this committee 
has refuted these facts. Suggestions that the reclassification provi- 
sions in this bill be studied further should be recognized as dilatory 
tactics and considered as such. 

Supervisory salaries in business and industry, and in other Fed- 
eral Departments, are generally based on duties and responsibilities, 
but that principle has never been applied to postal supervisors. 
Regardless of Rienay, a postal supervisor is frozen in a fixed pay 
rate until someone in a higher position dies or retires, creating 2 
vacancy to which he may aspire. The incentive of a nominal pay 
increase for doing his job well, which is standard practice in business 
and industry and Latins to all other postal and Federal employees, 
simply isn’t there. 
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Some of the other outstanding merits of 8S. 773 are: First, it would 
provide an immediate pay raise of 5 percent on all present salaries, 
effective with the next pay period after enactment. While this 5 per- 
cent increase would not bring postal supervisory salaries to a level 
comparable with the rise in the BLS cost-of-living index since 1939, 
it is somewhat higher than the rise in the BLS index since the last 
postal pay raise was enacted in 1951, and we believe it to be in keeping 
with the present national economic situation. 

Then, 6 months later, every postal employee would be placed in 
1 of the 20 pay levels specified in the bill on the basis of duties and 
responsibilities as compared with those stated in the key position 
descriptions contained in the bill, each level containing 7 steps with 
advancement step by step on an annual basis. The bill contains job 
specifications for about 90 percent of all postal jobs, with specific 
salary levels which could be changed only by Congress, covering all 
carrier, mail handler, special-delivery messenger, and most clerk, 
supervisor, and postmaster jobs. 

The remaining 10 percent of postal jobs, mostly supervisor and 
postmaster, would be evaluated by the Department and placed in a 
»xay level after fair and equitable comparison of duties and responsi- 
bilities with those of key jobs set forth in the bill, with ironclad appeal 
rights to the Civil Service Commission for any employee who might 
feel that his job had not been properly rated. 

The spelling out of exact salary levels for most jobs and providing 
real appeal rights for the others, eliminates any cause for fear that 
any employee could be downgraded. The guaranty against pay cuts 
contained in the bill applies to salaries after they are raised by the 
initial 5 percent increase and will insure that no employee will receive 
a raise of less than 5 percent. 

Supervisors would definitely be placed in salary levels commensu- 
rate with their duties and responsibilities, as would all other employees. 
There is absolutely no basis for the implication made by the repre- 
sentative of another employee group that, because some present super- 
visory positions are not listed in the key jobs specified in the bill, 
many supervisory jobs would be abolished. 

It is plainly stipulated that all jobs would be evaluated and placed 
in proper salary levels as provided in section 301 of the bill. Neither 
can we share his concern over the provisions of sections 703 and 706. 
Supervisors are generally cognizant of the inadequacies of the present 
1 to 6 ratio of substitutes to regular employees. After all, this ratio 
was fixed by law prior to the 5-day week: prior to the increased leave 
privileges, and prior also to the substitutes themselves being granted 
paid leave privileges. 

Under present-day conditions it is impossible to properly operate 
post offices within this very limited substitute ratio. Of course, where 
regular positions are in order, but limited or prevented from being 
filled because of the Whitten law, the additional regular positions 
necessary should be filled. 

As to the supervisory abuses of the overtime provisions for Saturday 
or Sunday work when compensatory time cannot be granted within 
the next 5 working days, we are confident that the Postmaster General, 
as usual, would effectively deal with cases of favoritism. With the 
added interest in this respect, of the employee organizations, the 
deterrents would more than suffice. 
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All employees would have a uniform system of 7-step pay rates 
in every salary level, which supervisors and postmasters have never 
had, replacing the present single or 4-, 5-, T-, 9-, or 10-step grades 
for the various employee groups. An employee could advance from 
the bottom to the top of his salary level in 6 years instead of up to 
8 years as at present. Promotion to a higher salary level would carry 
a real pay raise, not a mere $100 or so, for the increase would be at 
least the difference between the first step of the grade from which 
promoted and the first step of the next higher grade. First-line 
supervisors would be paid for overtime on the same basis as the em- 
ployees whom they supervise, eliminating a gross present inequity. 
Overtime pay at time-and-a-half rate could be paid to employees up 
to level 7 for Saturday and Sunday work when unusual conditions 
make compensatory time difficult, all through the year instead of in 
December only. 

Annual step increases of $100 now apply to employees below the 
supervisory level. The bill would extend step increases to all salary 
levels, and instead of $100, the steps would range from $115 for cle rk 
and carrier (level 14), to $340 in level 17, the top level for the assist- 
ant postmasters at the two largest offices. 

The Postmaster General would determine the supervisory needs 
and fix the number of supervisory and other employees at each post 
office exactly as he does at present under Public Law 134, section 11—A. 
There is no other way in which this could be done. 

The present longevity grades A, B, and C of $100 each, at 13, 18, 
and 25 years’ service, would be added to the step rates in each salary 
level, and contrary to the belief of some other employee groups, provi- 
sion is made that employees who have attained longevity grades after 
3, 5, and 7 years in the top automatic grade will continue to have that 
eligibility. The present 10-percent differential for night work be- 
tween 6 p. m. and 6 a. m. would continue in effect. Employees could 
be detailed from the field to the Department or vice versa, without 
change in pay, for not to exceed a year, making for a more flexible 
service. 

The civil service and veterans’ preference laws would not be modi- 
fied in any way. The bill would not eliminate any present employee 
benefit, but on the contrary, it would provide many desirable features 
which this organization has advocated for many years. 

Since the adjournment of the 83d Congress last August, officers of 
this association have had numerous conferences with oflicials of the 
Post Office Department, and cooperated in the drafting of the provi- 
sions embodied in S. 773, which is now before your committee. We 
have given them the benefit of our experience in every phase of post 
office operation on many items in the bill, particul: wly those relating 
to supervisors. We would emphasize that every postal supervisor 
entered the service as a clerk or carrier and served in those positions 
for many years before being promoted to a supervisory position. 

Our executive committee consists of 21 postal supervisors of all 
ranks, with a total of 703 years of service. This committee has made 
a thorough study of S. 773 in a 10-day session ending January 27, 
and in its mature judgment, voted unanimously to give the bill our 
unqualified approval and support. 
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The National Association of Postal Supervisors gives its unquali- 
fied endorsement to S. 773 and urges its approval by this committee, 
leading to enactment into law. 

Senator Henninos. May I inquire in order that the witnesses may 
possibly be better able to gage their time, so that they can best present 
their statements which they had considerable trouble and pain to 
prepare, and which I am sure are most helpful and enlightening to 
us, ~ many witnesses there are remaining ? 

The Cuatrman. This is No. 5 testifying now and we have 12 to be 
heard today. " 

Senator Hennines. There are 7 to come between now and noon ? 

The Cuatmrman. That is right. 

Senator Henninos. I thought if the witnesses were aware of that 
it might be helpful. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed, Mr. Horton. 

Mr. Horton. I will summarize this, if I may, then, so that in prob- 
ably 5 minutes I can finish it up. We realize, as all other postal em- 
ployees do, that an increase in pay is an essential. There has been 
ample justification for it. 

We believe, however, that there is equal justification, even more so, 
in some respects, for a salary reclassification. The National Associa- 
tion of Postal Supervisors favor an adequate pay increase. We favor 
equally so a reclassification such as outlined in 8. 773. It will provide 
for supervisors and postmasters’ salary grades of seven steps each, 
providing opportunities for promotion to a higher step as they gain 
experience and become more efficient. We have never had that before 
and that is one of the primary points of the bill which our organiza- 
tion feels is most important. 

It would provide for a classification of all supervisory and other 
positions based on the duties and responsibilities which we think is 
also very important. It would provide for 6 months in which that 
reclassification and evaluation of jobs would be given. 

At that time there would be some additional increase to most em- 
ployees. It would make some other changes from present procedure 
which are very valuable in providing for the job descriptions in the 
bill, which would be the basis of the classification of all other posi- 
tions other than those key positions, and that remainder is only about 
10 percent of the total number of employees. 

It would provide for a continuation of the present longevity prin- 
ciple in the postal field service and would provide that the annual 
step increases for all classes of employees would be more than the 
present $100, which applies in the automatic grades. It would con- 
tinue to present a 10-percent night differential. It would continue 
in effect the longevity provisions and the Postmaster General would 
continue to fix the clerical, carrier, and supervisory needs at every 
post office as has been done in the past, providing for an adequate 
number of employees, but none in excess of the total needed. 

Since the adjournment of Congress last fall our organization, our 
officers, rather, have had numerous conferences with departmental 
officials in giving them the benefit of our experience in certain items 
in the bill, and we believe that the bill is a meritorious provision for 
2 objectives, 1, an immediate salary increase, and the other, a reclassi- 
fication, based on duties and responsibilities which would be much to 
the advantage of the service and its employees. 
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Senator Neety. How much do you think the increase should be! 

Mr. Horton. The total increase, the immediate increase provided 
in the bill of 5 percent, plus the increases which would come with 
the reclassification 6 months later, would average between 6 and 7 
percent. 

Senator Neery. And you prefer that bill—— 

Mr. Horton. Very much so, because we—— 

Senator Nee.y. You say “we.” Do you know how many share 
that belief? 

Mr. Horron. 20,000 postal supervisors. 

Senator Nerry. They have all indicated they approve the admin- 
istration’s 5 percent to the 10 percent offered in No. S. 1? 

Mr. Horron. We believe that S. 773, primarily because of the 
reclassification features, in addition to the immediate pay inerease, 
would be best. 

Senator Henninos. You are thinking of the long pull? 

Mr. Horton. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. What do you object to in S. 773% Title 2 on 
page 3, if the 5 percent, let’s say, were changed to 8 percent ? 

Mr. Horton. We would have no objection whatever, Senator. 

Senator Pasrore. The point you are making today is that your 
concern is not so much with the percentage; your concern is with the 
reclassification of certain supervisory positions? 

Mr. Horton. That is so. 

Senator Henninos. For the long pull, you figure you will do better ; 
is that right? 

Mr. Horton. That is so. 

The CantrMan. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Lancer. I have a question. 

Does your supervision still put up a bond? 

Mr. Horton. Yes. 

Senator Lanegr. Similar to the Englewood case, out in California, 
that you saw me about. Are these bonds any good? 

Mr. Horron. I would not have any information how much the 
Department collects from the bonding companies in the course of a 
year, but I know it is a very substantial sum. 

Senator Lancer. Where a postmaster goes short, would a super- 
visory bond apply ? 

Mr. Horton. If that supervisor has some responsibility in the 
matter for which the shortage occurred, yes. 

Senator Lancer. What responsibility has he with the ordinary 
postmaster ¢ 

Mr. Horron. Are you referring to the responsibility of the post- 
master, or the supervisor ¢ 

Senator Lancer. Where the postmaster is short, can you collect 
on the bond of the supervisor / 

Mr. Horron. If the supervisor was negligent in any way in per- 
mitting the shortage to occur. If the postmaster were personally 
responsible, it would be the postmaster’s responsibility. 

Senator Lancer. Is it the job of the supervisor to supervise the 
postmaster ¢ 

Mr. Horton. No. He is subordinate. 
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Senator Laneer. As I understand it, the postmaster does not know 
as much about postal affairs as some supervisors / 
Mr. Horton. That is right. Some have not been on the job long. 


They are expected to learn their new duties as fast as possible, after 


they come on. 

Senator LANGER. So if it is up to the supervisor to supervise the 
postmaster, isn’t the supervisor responsible wnder the bond ¢ 

Mr. Horton. If the supervisor is responsible for keeping the post- 
master informed on certain procedures, it would be his responsibility. 

The Cuairman. Now, how many on the supervisory force have had 
to face that responsibility ? 

Mr. Horton. I don’t know. 

The Cuarman. Do you know of any? 

Mr. Horron. I don’t know of any specifically. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you know how much the post office pays for the 
bond ? 

Mr. Horron. The Post Office Department does not pay anything. 
The employees pay. 

The Cuatrman. Do you know how much? 

Mr. Horron. I have heard it is somewhere in excess of $1 million a 
vear. I don’t know exactly. 

The CHatrman. Somewhere in the neighborhood of $1,300,000? 

Mr. Horron. I think so. 

The CHarrmMan. On all employees? 

Mr. Horron. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have any idea of the figures, how much they 
have received annually on the bond? 

Mr. Horton. I have heard that the collections have averaged over 
a period of years something around $700,000 a year. 

The CHarrMan. We want to get that and put it into the record, but 
I think you will find a great many years it 1s under $100,000. 

Senator Hennines. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

The CHatrMAN. Yes. 

Senator Hennrines. I am new to this committee and I have hope you 
will indulge me if I appear to be obtuse. I do have the benefit of once 
being an employee of the Post Office Department. I was a substitute 
carrier, and a substitute mail clerk a good many years ago. 

The question directed to you by Senator Langer, I take it, would 
depend entirely upon the facts and circumstances, who would be 
responsible and liable under the bond ? 

Mr. Horron. Yes. 

Senator Henninos. I don’t understand what difference it makes 


what is collected and paid out under the bond, when we are talking 
about a raise In pay. 


Mr. Horron. I don’t see any connection. 

Senator HenninGs. Being new here, I just wondered if you could 
tell me what the connection was? 

Mr. Horron. It has no bearing on salaries. 

Senator Hennine6s. I did not mean to reflect on the questions being 
asked, but I just wondered. | 

Senator Lancer. Well, it has this connection. If the fellow gets 
so much salary and has to pay for his own bond, whatever he pays 
will just reduce his take-home pay by that amount. : 
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Senator Hennrnos. I assure you, Senator, I did not ask the ques 
tion in an invidious manner. I just wanted to know how it related 
to the question in hand. 

The CHatrmMan. The reason I asked the question was to bring out 
how much the employees are being charged for these bonds and what 
the liability is. 1 think we will find that it is around $100,000, or 
12 percent. I think the report of the House committee brought that 
out. Somewhere in the neighborhood of 12 percent on the average is 
paid by the bonding companies each year, and, of course, it was all 
out of proportion for the amount the employees are required to pay 
for this protection. 

Senator Pastore. I would like to ask this question: Do I get your 
position clearly? You are not taking the position we should pass 
S. 773 even though there are features of this bill that are not palatable 
to other employees of the postal service? All you are saying here 
today is that insofar as the supervisors with whom you are associated 
or representing are concerned that the features of this bill are satis- 
factory to you? 

Mr. Horron. That is correct, sir. 

The CHatrman. Do you have any other questions ? 

Senator Nevprrcer. Is there a danger in S. 773 that some em- 
ployees might possibly lose some of their civil-service protection and 
tenure protection under the reclassification if it was carried out by 
people who perhaps wanted to make certain political appointments, 
or in situations where there might be personal animosities against cer- 
tain individuals in the service? 

Mr. Horron. I don’t think there is the slightest danger of that. 
I don’t know of any part of the bill that would make any change 
whatever in civil-service regulations, so far as they apply to postal 
employees. 

Senator Nevpercer. Is there any danger that a man might be down- 
graded unfairly under some of the reclassifications? 

Mr. Horron. I don’t think so. More than 90 percent of the postal 
positions are covered in the key positions specified in the ball. 

The remaining 10 percent are mostly—and I would say more than 
90 percent—supervisors and postmasters. Those positions would be 
rated in comparison with the key positions which are named in the 
bill. Top levels are specified, postmasters, the bottom level for the 
foreman, and some of those in between. 

The remainder would be compared with the duties and responsi- 
bilities of the specified positions and graded properly. We have no 
information of improper grading. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you. 

Senator Lancer. I would like to suggest an investigation on this 
bond business. If the companies pay only 12 cents on the dollar, there 
is no reason why the employees should have to pay so much; there- 
fore, I would like to have that investigated, and a report submitted 
to the chairman. 

The Cratrman. I am glad you brought that up. We had a little 
check on that once before. I will be happy to have that matter thor- 
oughly investigated. 

Mr. Horton. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. Are you presently employed in the Post Office 
Department ? 
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Mr. Horton. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. What is your status! Are you a former postal 
worker ? 

Mr. Horron. I am a retired postal worker. I was employed in 
Kansas City, having been a deck originally, worked my way up to 
superintendent of mails through some 39 years of service, retired some 
6 years ago, and took over this work here for our or ganization. 

Senator Monroney. Do you anticipate going back to the postal 
service in the regional office! 

Mr. Horvon. That could be possible. 

Senator Monreney. Have you applied for it or had discussions 
along that line? 

Mr. Horton. | have, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Under the regional office being set up? 

Mr. Horton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you. 

Senator Pastorr. Mr. Horton, the point I cannot understand is why 
do you take the position of recommending that we pass S. 773 when 
so many provisions of this bill are unsatisfac tory to so many postal 
employees, rather than take the position of coming before this com- 
mittee and saying there are certain features of this bill which have 
to do with the people that you represent that are all right and those 
are the features that should be adopted in any bill that is passed. 

Why do you take the position that the whole bill should be passed 
upon favorably only because certain features of the bill that pertain 
to the men you represent are satisfactory to you, when so many other 
features are still unsatisfactory to other employees of the Postal 
Department ! 

Mr. Horron. I would say this, Senator Pastore. Every postal 
supervisor entered the postal service as clerk or a carrier, and worked 
for many years—I don't know any supervisor who was ever promoted 
to that position in less than 5 years’ service, up to 25 or 30 years, 
before he became a supervisor. 

We all worked as clerks and carriers. We feel that the provisions 
in this bill have been in some cases deliberately misinterpreted and 
that there is not the danger which has been expressed upon some of the 
provisions of this bill. 

Senator Pastore. Do you want to leave it on the record, then, that 
your position with reference to the statement you have made here 
today is not at all connected with these conversations that you have 
had with the officials of the Post Office Department that you might 
reenter the service yourself ? 

Mr. Horron. Oh, no connection with that at all. 

The Cuairman. Just for the record, where are you considering 
going, what place and what position / 

Mr. Horton. I have made application, Senator, for the position of 
regional operations manager, when the Kansas-Nebraska-Oklahoma 
region is opened, scheduled for next summer. 

The CHarrman. I see. 

Mr. Horron. These decisions which I am making were not made 
by me. This recommendation for enactment, our executive committee 
consisting of 21 members, which was in session here during late Jan- 
uary for “L week. reviewed this entire bill, and this is their decision 
comprising those 21 people, 703 years of postal service. 
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Senator Pastore. I think the record ought to show that, in view of 
the questions brought out. 

Mr. Horton. That is in the statement, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any other questions / 

Senator Lancer. What encouragement have you received from the 
Department to the effect that you will receive this appointment ¢ 

Mr. Horton. I have received none. 

Senator Lancer. Has there been any discussion between you and 
the Postmaster General or anybody representing any department of 
the Post Office ¢ 

Mr. Horton. No, sir. The subject has not been mentioned by me 
for nearly a year. It was in March 1954 that I made application. I 
have heard nothing from it, and T have discussed it with nobody from 
the Department. 

Senator Lancer. You have received no encouragement from the 
Department, directly or indirectly ¢ 

Mr. Horton. No, sir. 

Senator Lanerr. You said you and your associates were in conven- 
tion here quite a while. 

Mr. Horron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Lancer. Who appeared from the Post Office Department 
to discuss the matter while you were holding the convention ‘ 

Mr. Horron. In our national convention in Miami, Fla., last Au- 
cust, Assistant Postmaster General Al Abrams was there, and Mr. 
Colbert, the training director of the Department. They were the only 
major officials that I recall. In our most recent meeting of our execu- 
tive committee of 21 members, there was no official of the Post Office 
Department who appeared before that at all. It was simply our own 
meeting. 

Senator Pasrore. I just want to make my own position clear. I feel 
that there ought to be reclassification upward for supervisors, but in 
the doing of that, I do not think we ought to hurt anybody else. 

Mr. Horton. I don’t think we should either, Senator. 

The CHarrman. Are there any other questions / 

Did you have anything further to add, Mr. Horton? 

Mr. Horton. No, sir; I have nothing further except to state each 
of you have been furnished now with a copy of my statement. 

Senator Hennes. May I ask one more question, Mr. Chairman, 
if I may—if I may be forgiven for asking questions which may indi- 

cate some lack of background and under standing’! ? 

The CuHarrman. Proceed. 

Senator Henntnes. Do I take it that you want the record to reflect 
you are opposed to S. 1 and that you are for S. 733—period ? 

Mr. Horton. That is correct. 

Senator Henntnos. You are opposed to S. 1 and all that it embodies 
and you are for S. 773 and all that it contains ? 

Mr. Horton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Henninos. That is all. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Monroney. Let me ask one question. 

Since three-fifths of the total employment of the Post Office is letter 
carriers and clerks who have vigorously opposed this bill, would you 
think it is essential as a veteran postal worker to incorporate in this 
bill the reclassification of those particular grades? 
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Mr. Horron. Are you referring, Senator, to—— 

Senator Monroney. Carriers, distribution clerks, and window 
clerks. ; 

Mr. Horton. Well, Senator, they are covered in the bill, in the job 
titles that. are given: among those 50 there is a level 4 specified for 
clerks and 1 for carriers. 

There is a level 5 specified for claim clerks. I would not know 
whether any other clerks are to go in grade 5 or not, but the two job 
sheets there for clerks and carriers, in my judgment, would cover 
all carriers and that would cover a vast majority of the clerks. I 
don’t have information on clerks but I believe that there are some 
clerks who have duties which will amply justify a higher level than 
they had before. 

Senator Monroney. But the thing I can’t get through my head, and 
the Postmaster General and his staff never completely explained to 
me, is why it is so necessary to include these three-fifths of its 
employ ees in a program that they violently object to, and feel that 
endangers their status and a continued happy situation that they wish 
to have, in order to effect what apparently was the jobs of underpaid 
supervisors. They are using the underpaid supervisors and a few 
things like that as an excuse to cover some 300,000 postal workers 
who just didn’t want any part of it. And I could never get the 
explanation the other day from the administration of why this re- 
classification of the clerks and the carriers was so vital to the successful 
operation of the mechanical duties of supervision and things of that 
kind that this bill apparently is designed to improve. 

Mr. Horton. Insofar as the clerks and carriers are concerned, under 
the present law, and continuing for a number of years in the past, 
they are classified all in one orade and just one title, clerk or carrier, 
one rank of pay, and this in most respects continues that right on. 
The carriers would all continue to be in the same grade and most clerks. 

I think it would appear to me, from what some in some of the 
other organizations have testified, down to the present, that one at 
least of the objections to the reclassification in this bill pertaining to 
clerks and carriers is that they feel that they should be in a higher 
grade than that level 4. As to that, I would not have—I have had 
nothing to do with that, and my influence would not make any change 
in it, I am sure. 

Senator Monroney. Well, I notice in the job write-up particularly 
for the city carrier, the functions enumerated are even greater than 
most of the other job classifications that run at a good deal higher 
pay. 

Mr. Horton. I will say this: That clerks in my opinion have a 
much wider range of duties which they perform than any other class 
of postal employees. And it is essential that those duties, at least as 
many as are commonly performed, be enumerated. 

Senator Pastore. I don’t want you to think me unfair, but in view 
of the position you have taken here today, Mr. Horton—I mean, 
how can you take the position that 5 percent increase for a letter 
carrier is a fair increase, and you do that, when you say pass S. 773. 

Now why do you take that position ? 

Mr. Horron. Weare taking the position, Senator, that the 5 percent 
increase, as the immediate increase, is—we take a realistic view that. 
that is probably all that could be enacted into law. 
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Senator Pastore. Why do you get that impression 

Mr. Horron. We get that impression because of the veto of the 
5 percent bill without classification. 

Senator Pasrore. But that was dependent upon passing the postal 
increase. 

Mr. Horton. It was dependent also upon the lack of inclusion of 
reclassification. 

Senator Pastore. I think you have a perfect right to come before 
the committee on behalf of the people you represent. But I think it 
is most unfair for a representative of any group to come in here and 
say, even to the dissatisfaction of others, we think that is a fair 
break for them. 

The CHarrman. What percent is your group, the supervisors, re- 
ceiving, under S. 7734 

Mr. Horron. You mean what the average increase would be ‘ 

The CHarrMan. Counting the reclassification, and the 5 percent 
too. 

Mr. Horron. I could only hazard what might be called a guess on 
that, Senator. I would say it would be an average of about the same 
as came about in Public Law 204—around $700, somewhere in that 
neighborhood. 

There would be some who would get less and some who would get 
more. 

The CHarrman. What percent would that be? 

Mr. Horton. Perhaps around 7 percent ¢ 

The CHarrman. Do supervisors receive around $10,000 on an 
average ¢ 

Mr. Horton. There are not any supervisors who receive any higher 
than $8,800-——— 

The CHarrman. Well, 700 would be 7 percent of $10,000. So if you 
cut it down you would be getting about 10 percent, wouldn’t you ‘ 

Mr. Horron. There are only two supervisory positions that would 
be in the highest level in the bill, level 17—the Assistant Postmaster of 
New York and Chicago. 

Their increase would run perhaps 15 percent or more, because 
they are—— 

The CuatrMan. But would it not average about $7,500 for super- 
visors ¢ 

Mr. Horton. Somewhere around between 7 and 8 percent—— 

The CHarrmMan. $700 is almost right around 10 percent, isn’t it? 
So you insist on 10 percent for the supervisors but only 5 percent for 

varriers and clerks? Is that right? 

Mr. Horton. The present salaries of superv isors, Senator Johnston, 
the average of supervisors is far less than $7,000, the average paid. 

The CuHarrman. If it is less than $7,000, the percentage goes up— 
it goes above 10 percent. That is what I am talking about. 

So you want more than 10 percent for your group, but you don’t 
want the others to have more than 5 percent? Is that right? 

Mr. Horton. No, sir; I would not say that. 

The Cuoarrman. That is what you have said. 

Mr. Horton. The other categories of employees would receive in- 
creases through the reclassification for portions that would raise their 
percentage above 5 percent. I would not know to just what extent 
that would go. 
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Senator Neety. Mr. Horton, what is the salary paid for the holder 
of the office for which you have applied ¢ 

Mr. Horton. I don’t know exactly what GS that would go in. It 
was somewhere around between nine and ten thousand dollars. 

Senator Nrety. Not over $10,000 ¢ 

Mr. Horron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nerry. Do you know what that will pay if the bill that 
you have recommended is enacted into law ¢ 

Mr. Horron. I do not, sir. 

Senator Nrevy. Isn’t it a fact that it would pay about $14.000, or 
about 40 percent more ¢ 

Mr. Horron. No. 

The Cnarrman. $14,800-—— 

Mr. Brawtry. What is the title of the position ¢ 

Mr. Horron. Regional operations manager. 

Mr. Braw ey. Is that regional director? 

Mr. Horron. No, sir. It is not. It is not specified in the bill. | 
Frankly I have no information what it would be placed in. 

Senator Hennines. You know about what it would pay, Mr. Horton, 
don’t you? 

Mr. Horton. Under this proposal I do not know. 

Senator Lancer. What is the difference between a regional super- 
visor and a regional director? 

Mr. Horron. The regional director is the one in full charge of a 
region. 

The regional operations manager is the one in the region who has 
charge of the post office operations within that region. He has nothing 
to do with postal transportation or facilities or anything else. 

Senator Lancer. What is the difference between the salary of a 
regional director and a regional supervisor ? 

Mr. Horron. Presently under the general service grades under : 
which the regions are operated, the difference between the salary of 
the regional director, and there is only one of those that has been 
appointed here in the Washington region—I can’t give you the exact 
figures, but I think it is about $2,000 a year difference. 

Senator Lancer. Which gets more, the regional director, or the 
regional supervisor ? 

Mr. Horron. The regional director. 

The CuHatrMan. So if that job should pay about $14,800, the other 
would be about $12,800. 

Mr. Horton. I wouldn’t know what grade it was. 


Senator Pasrore. I am one who feels that if the job is worth $14,000, | 
it should be paid at the rate of $14,000. And I am not in any sense 


critical of the desire of Mr. Horton to get back in the service. I 
think he should be paid commensurate with his talents and his duties, 
and I go along with that. 

The only objection I have to Mr. Horton’s presentation- 





and I 


want to make this crystal clear—is that he is coming here this morning 

and saying insofar as the others are concerned, “I think it is fair,” 

even though they think it is unfair. I do not think that is a good 

position for you to take. I think that you ought to represent yourself 

and your people, and I don’t think you ought to talk for others. 
Mr. Horron. I am not here talking for others. 


sa Bin ee a Nei hs tlae hi 





’ ie 


_—— ~~ 


7 


rn 


ie 


tts i ts: Sean er 


aint 


ear Lo ah Ca Nl li BR coe 





SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 18] 


Senator Pasrore. When you say you believe the 5 percent is a fait 
increase, and that they ought to be satisfied with that, you are talking 
for other people in the postal service. 

Mr. Horton. That isn’t what I said, Senator. The bill presently 
called for 5 percent. We approve the bill. If the Congress sees fit 
to raise that percentage for the entire postal personnel, we have not 
asked that be done, but certainly nobody would object to that. 

Senator Hennines. Didn’t I understand you to say you opposed 
everything in S. 1, when I asked you that question ? 

Mr. Horton. We are opposed to the enactment of S. 1, and we are 
for the enactment of 8. 773. 

Senator Henninos. Embodied in S. 1 is the suggested average raise 
we are discussing. Is that true? 

Mr. Horron. That is right. 

Senator Hennines. And you are against it ? 

Mr. Horron. We are against that bill. 

Senator Henninos. To what extent have you been influenced by 
the threat of a yeto by the administration, so that you are advocating 
S. 773 against S. 1? 

Mr. Horton. We arrived at our approval of the 5 percent increase 
in our executive committee 2 weeks ago when they were in session, 
based on their feeling of the unanimous opinion of those 21 super- 
visors from all over the country that 5 percent was a realistic figure 
that would be possible of attainment and that in their judgment 10 
percent was beyond the realm of securing. 

Senator Hennes. Possible of attainment in terms of the threat- 
ened veto? 

Mr. Horton. Yes. 

Senator Henninos. Of S. 1? 

Mr. Horton. That was one influence. 

Senator Hennines. What were the other influences, sir ? 

Mr. Horton. Just the fact that the increase in cost of living since 
1951, when the last. pay adjustment was enacted, we realized with the 
present state of the national economy it would hardly be possible to 
go back and rectify all the shortages and deficiencies since 1939. 

It appears in my statement that this 5 percent would not put postal 
employees on a purchasing power level comparable with 1939, but 
that we believe it is the most practical and realistic approach covering 
present conditions. 

Senator Henninos. Practical and realistic take in a great deal of 
territory, do they not? 

May I get back again to the threat of the veto? Isn’t that what you 
gentlemen had uppermost in your mind, and what motivated your 
conduct ? 

Mr. Horton. I would not say uppermost. It was one of the factors. 

Senator Pasrore. But the others were practical considerations 
which would mean the threat of veto. Isn’t that right? 

Mr. Horton. That would be always part of the thinking. 

Senator Henninos. And the other would be since you thought you 
could not rectify everything since 1939, that maybe that 5 percent 
was a little too much for the clerks and carriers in this classification ? 

Mr. Horton. No, sir, I would express no opinion whatever that 
that 5 percent is too much for anybody. 
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Senator Henninos. Mr. Horton, I don’t want to labor this point, but 
I understand you to say that everything in S. 1 was unpallatable to 
your group for which you are the spokesman ? 

Mr. Horton. No, I did not make that statement. I say that we did 
not ask for the enactment of S. 1. I wouldn’t say we are opposed to 
any principle that is in it. 

Senator Hennrnes. Then my memory does not serve. I thought I 
asked you whether you were for all of the provisions in S. 773. 

Mr. Horton. We are. 

Senator Henninos. And against all of the provisions in S. 1, and 
I thought you said “Yes.” 

Mr. Horton. Depending upon the classification-—S. 1 is for one 
primary purpose, for an immediate increase in postal pay. 

We are for an immediate increase in postal pay and this bill calls 
for some such increase. 

S. 1 has no provision for any reclassification a and we are 
definitely in favor of the reclassification provisions in S. 773. 

Senator Hennines. And you are not opposed to all fh: it is contained 
in S. 1% 

Mr. Horron. Oh, no. I did not say we are. 

Senator Henninos. Then I misunderstood you. I thought you said 
you were. 

The Cuarrman. Getting back to reclassification, don’t you think 
any committee passing on reclassification ought to make a» deep and 
profound study before they approve a reclassification measure ? 

Mr. Horton. That has been made. 

Senator Henninos. Made by whom? 

Mr. Horron. Made by the advisory council to this committee in 
1953—in 1953 and 1954. 

The Cuarrman. This particular committee has made no such study. 

Mr. Horton. This particular committee, this Congress. That is 
true. 

The CHarrman. And we have a great many new members on it. 

Mr. Horton. That is true. 

The Cuarrman. And when you consider reclassification, it is a very 
delicate job, you have to acknowledge. 

Mr. Horron. It is a far-reaching proposal, that is true. 

The Cuarrman. And.it is mighty easy to.make mistakes. 

Mr. Horton. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And to favor one class of workers as against an- 
other class of workers. 

Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Horton. Mistakes are easily made. 

The Cuatrman. But you think your class of workers are well taken 
care of in this bill; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Horton. Frankly, we think in the reclassification all classes 
of workers are fairly treated. 

The Cuarrman. Do you think the postal clerks and carriers are 
taken care of as far as salary increases is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Horton. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. As well as the supervisor? 

Mr. Horton. Yes. In the classification ; yes, sir. 

The CuatrrmMan. What about the pay they get? 
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Mr. Horron. The pay is in the first section of the bill, title IT there. 
In the bill it specifies 5 percent. 

The Cnarmman. I mean the pay and the classification. 

Mr. Horron. I think it is fair, certainly. 

The CHairman. But you think 5 percent is fair for one group while 
10 or 12 percent is fair for the group you represent / 

Mr. Horton. Five percent, or whatever percentage would be agreed 
upon for title I of this bill would apply to all ¢ lerks, carriers, super- 
visors and all. The reclassification principles, certainly there is not 
any question but what there should properly be further increased in 
classification, reclassification for the supervisory employees, than 
the clerks and carriers, because their present pay is higher. Their 
duties are more complex. They have greater responsibility, and the 
same thing is true in every other Federal de partment. Supervisors 
in the Federal field service have been found by the advisory committee, 
as I mentioned last year, to be far underpaid when compared with 
supervisory positions in the other Federal services, or when you com- 
pare them with outside business and industry. 

Senator Pastore. Will you yield for a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

The Cuatrman. Yes. 

Senator Pasrorr. What would be your thinking on an amendment 
to S. 773, specifying or providing before the new classification takes 
effect. that that classification schedule shall be submitted to the Civil 
Service Commission and to both committees of the Congress on Post 
Office and Civil Service # 

Mr. Horton. We would have no objection whatever to that, except 
for the possible delay. 

The Cuarrman. And be approved by resolution in each House. 

Senator Pastorre. Well, that is another matter. 

But you would have no objection to it if it did not delay it? 

Mr. Horron. Delay is the only objection we would have, Senator 
Pastore. 

Senator Pasrore. All right. 

The Cramman. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Monroney. What is the general average of the grade for 


your supervisors, sir? 


Mr. Horron. There are no numbered grades presently in the law 
for the supervisors. 
Senator Monroney. Would it be about seven ? 
Mr. Horton. I would say in this schedule here the average super- 
visor would probably—the greatest number would be in level 7. 
Senator Monronry. That is what I was getting at—7. Then you 
et a 61% percent increase at the present time, versus 5 percent, roughly, 
or the clerks and carriers—at the new base pay, do you not? 
Mr. Horron. After reclassification ? 
Senator Monroney. Yes. 
Mr. Horron. Well—— 
Senator Monroner. Under the bill you are advocating? 
Mr. Horton. That would probably be reasonably correct. 
Senator Monroney. Is it not a fact—I am doing a little r apid arith- 
metic—when this goes in under the 7 new steps, your men in 6 years 
would receive increases totaling $870, while those in grade 4, or three- 
fifths of the post office, only get $690 i increase, So you wind up with a 
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further pay advance for your supervisors of some $180 above those in 
rade 4? 

7 Mr. Horton. You are calculating there, I presume, from the total 

increase that would come through ele step increases ¢ 

Senator Monroney. Those step increases. 

Mr. Horron. That would be true if everyone were placed in the 
first step of the grade. I don’t know of any clerk or carrier that will © 
go in the first step of the grade. They will go in the various ranges 
based on their present pay. I know of no supervisors who will go 
in the first step of the grade and have all increases. 

If you have a new man coming into the service, he will go in at 
grade and have those advances. But for the conversion of those 
various employees—— 

Senator Monroney. He would go up step by step to where he would 
receive no further advances ? 

Mr. Horton. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. And the carrier could go into that higher grade 
without waiting 7 years; is that true? 

Mr. Horton. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any other questions ? 

Senator Nrerry. If not, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
ask at this point questions of Mr. Keating and also Mr. Hallbeck, 
with particular reference to this witness’ statement that the 20,000 
supervisors for whom he speaks prefer the administration bill to 
S. 1, which is before this committee. 

If I may have that consent, I would like to ask Mr. Keating—Mr. 
Keating, please state your name and your connection—if there is no 
objection—and your official connection with the postal service. 

Mr. Keatinc. My name is Jerome Keating. Iam vice president of 
the National Association of Letter Carriers. 

Senator Neety. How many members are there in your organiza- 
tion ? 

Mr. Keatinec. We have over 100,000 members. There are 121,000 
letter carriers, and the letter carriers are unanimously in favor of S. 1 
and opposed to the reclassification bill. 

There are 180,000 post office clerks and their position is the same as 
ours. 

There are 25,000 postal transport employees. Their position is the 
same as ours. 

There are 8,000 motor vehicle employees, and their position is the 
same as ours. 

There are 16,000 custodial employees, and their position is the same 
as ours. 

There are 25,000 mail handlers, and their position is slightly dif- 
ferent. They want a reclassification bill, but they want the 10 per- 
cent—they prefer the 10 percent. They are very much opposed to the 
increase that is provided in this bill. But there is a total of 375,731 
employees who are very much opposed to this reclassification bill. 
They are for S. 1. 

Senator Neety. Three hundred and seventy-five thousand ? 

Mr. Keatinc. Three hundred seventy-five thousand seven hundred 
and thirty-one. 

Senator Neery. Thank you. 
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Mr. Hallbeck, what is your position with reference to the postal 
service ¢ 

Mr. Hautigeck. My name is Elroy C. Hallbeck. I am the legis- 
lative director of the National Federation of Post Office Clerks, repre- 
senting 117,000 members. 

Senator Neety. Am | correct in believing you concur fully with the 
statement just made by Mr. Keating, whose testimony you have just 
heard ? 

Mr. Hauipeck. Completely, Senator. 

Senator Pastore. In the attainment of your objectives, do you have 
any objection to the supervisor’s reclassification ¢ 

Mr. Hauipeck. No, sir, and as a matter of fact- 

Senator Pastore. I mean, if they are to be classified upwardly, you 
have no objection ¢ 

Mr. Hauipeck. We have no objection whatever. But we did object 
to a declassification, and that is what this bill amounts to, in our 
judgment. 

Senator Pastore. Which bill? 

Mr. Hauipeck. 8. 773. We believe that represents a declassifica- 
tion for a larger percentage of our members. 

Senator Pastore. I ask the same question of Mr. Keating; if the 
supervisors are deserving of an upward reclassification, have you any 
objection to that ? 

Mr. Keating. We have not, Senator Pastore. We have urged, as 
a matter of fact, that they be reclassified, and we think that reclassi- 
fication is necessary. In the present bill, I might point out one thing, 
in the lower grade of foreman, a man who is made a foreman starts 
at $4,700. After this bill passes, he will start at $4,500. He will 
have succeeding steps to go up, but his salary will be lower. 

Senator Pastore. But a savings clause to insure that those presently 
employed would not have their salaries reduced ¢ 

Mr. Kratrne. Yes. There is one thing which I might call to your 
attention, which is most disturbing to me. Section 2 of the bill, which 
provides for the repeal of Public Law 134, provides for the repeal 
of the bill affecting longevity provisions. ‘Those provisions are re- 
stated in the bill, and it also provides for the sual of all those laws 
which are inconsistent with the provisions of 8. 773, which means 
not only all of the laws affecting our working conditions since 1945 
will be repealed, but all regulations built on the law will be repealed. 
And you can’t cut down the trunk of a tree without cutting down the 
branches, and the regulations, and there are many in the service, are 
based upon law, and if you allow the repealer clause to go into effect, 
all the regulations which have been built up over the years to protect 
our service will be repealed. 

Senator Pastore. All it does is repeal laws which are inconsistent. 
That is ordinary phraseology in all bills of this type. If it has effect, 
you say, that is something the staff can work out. 

Mr. Hauzeeck. It goes a little further. As a matter of fact, the 
Postmaster General said they wanted to put all pay laws in one statute. 
The Congress in its wisdom has passed laws which affect the pay of 
veterans in the postal service, and that would be affected by the passing 
of this law. 

Senator Pastore. We will have to look into that. 
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Mr. Hauiseck. It is known as the McCormick Act. It goes back 
to the Korean Veterans Act of the last session. ‘Those conceivably 
would be repealed by this type of language. It would not only go 
back to 1945. All laws are repealed if they are inconsistent, and 
among them is a law passed in the early thirties which establishes the 
substitute ratio. 

Senator Pastore. I am in ne position to agree or disagree, but I 
think it should be looked into. 

Senator Hennines. May I inquire, who ts responsible for the phi- 
losophy embodied in S. 773, whieh did all these things ¢ 

Mr. Hatieeck. The Post Office Department. 

Senator Henninos. That is what | understood. And you, Mr. Keat- 
ing, or you, Mr. Halleck, are not in opposition to any reclassification 
that is equitable and just, as resulting to those in whom the supervisors 
are interested. 

Mr. Hauieeck. I am sure Mr. Keating and I, and the organizations 
we represent have the same thought. We have, time after time, en- 
dorsed the kind of reclassification that. the postal supervisors want. 
I think we have a right to object, however, to a reclassification. That 
we didn’t want, because we think it would harm our people. 

Weare for that if they want it. 

Senator Henninos. You are not opposed to anything that affects 
them ? 

Mr. Hatipecr. No. 

Mr. Keatrna. No. 


Senator Hennrnes. But you are here, of course, to represent and 
oppose anything that you think is in derogation of your own groups, 
and very properly so. 

Mr. Hatrpeck. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Keating. Yes. 

The Carman. Are there any other questions? 

If not, we will call the next witness. We are running behind time. 

Mr. Horron. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Henntnes. Thank you, Mr. Horton. 

The CHarrmMan. Our next witness is Mr. Thomas G. Walters. Come 
forward, please, and identify yourself for the record. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL, A. F. OF L. 


Mr. Warrers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by way 
of introduction, my name is Thomas G. Walters, operations director 
of the Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of 
Labor, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington 1, D. C., phone Execu- 
tive 38-2800 and 3-2821. 

The Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation 
of Labor is made of 22 national and international unions whose mem- 
bership, in whole or in part, are civil-service employees. ‘The total 
Federal and postal employee membership of the Government Em- 
ployee’s Council is more than 500,000. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee, on behalf of the Government Employees’ Council, 
A. F. of L., I desire to express our thanks and appreciation for early 
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hearings being scheduled on salary legislation affecting postal and 
Federal employees. 

On behalf of the officers and delegates of the Government Em 
ployees’ Council, A. F. of L., I express our thanks to the 21 Members 
of the Umited States Senate who joined together in cosponsoring S. | 
and S. 67 that have for their purpose providing approximately a 10 
percent salary increase for Federal and postal employees. 

During the 2d session of the 83d Congress, almost 1 year ago, we, 
along with other witnesses, appeared before this committee and the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Committee and gave testimony 
in support of an $800 salary increase. We feel now, Mr. Chairman, 
as we felt 1 year ago, that it would take at least an $800 salary increase 
to bring the Federal and postal employees’ purchasing power up to 
the level of 1939. 

Last year we submitted figures, obtained mostly from the Bureau 
of Labor Standards, that substantiated our request for an $800 aver 
age salary increase plus a reclassification of supervisory positions, 
especially in the field service of the Post Office Department. 

We feel we made a strong case and no one successfully disproved 
our statements urging an $800 salary increase during the last session 
of Congress. 

The Government Employees’ Council, A. F. of L., has not relin- 
quished our position that Federal and postal employees are justly 
entitled to an $800 salary increase, but in order to expedite legislation 
that will give Federal and postal employees something to kill hunger 
and to hide nakedness, we are supporting S. 1 and 8. 67. These bills 
provide for approximately a 10-percent salary increase which would 
mean approximately $400 to $500 per annum salary increase for the 
vast majority of our membership. 

It is almost 4 years since Federal and postal employees received a 
salary increase. The statements presented before this committee 
during 1954 are as applicable today as they were when we presented 
them and, for that reason, I do not feel it necessary to take the time 
of this committee to restate the figures that we used 1 year ago to 
prove our request for salary increases. 

The cost of living and other factors of the American way of life 
are approximately at the same level as they were 1 year ago. We 
admit the cost of living is one factor in determining the proper pay 
for employees, but we do not subscribe to the theory that employees’ 
salaries should be based on the cost-of-living figure. 

Employees are not a group of people, under our American way of 
life, that should be expected to be satisfied by merely being able to 
base their earning capacity on the cost of living. We are proud of 
the progress that we in these United States have made in improving 
the standard of living, not only of our people, but of the people of 
the world. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in order to save 
time and expedite the hearings, with your permission, we will in a 
combined statement submit the Government Employees’ Council’s 
recommendations and views on pending salary legislation, effecting 
field service postal employees, and employees under the Classification 
Act, and certain employees in or under the legislative branch, and 
for other purposes. 
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Recently the so-called Summerfield plan was introduced in the 
House and Senate, and the so-called Young plan was introduced in 
the Senate and will likely be introduced in the House for considera- 
tion at an early date. 

S. 773, the so-called Summerfield plan, contains 109 pages in com- 
parison to S. 1 that contains 3 pages. 

S. 1 is easily understood, whereas S. 773 contains 109 pages of com- 
plex and legal phrases and is most difficult to analyze or interpret 
their full meaning and impact on the postal field service. 

I refer especially to sections 301, 601, 602, 604, 605, 701, 703, and 
706. These sections would, in our opinion, give the Postmaster Gen- 
eral unprecedented authority in placing employees where he desires. 

The substitute ratio will be completely destroyed, and could bring 
disastrous results to the classified subs in the postal field service. T he 
pay increase as provided for in S. 773 is totally inadequate. 

In brief, S. 1 provides for a 10-percent increase for all employees or 
$400 per annum, whichever is the greater, and provides that after 
salaries are increased they shall then be adjusted to the nearest mul- 
tiple of $100, resulting in a $430 per annum increase upward. 

S. 1 provides for comparable salary increases for substitutes, hourly 
employees, and fourth-class postmasters. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the popularity of 
S. 1 continues to grow on Capitol Hill. Several Members of the 
House have introduced companion bills, and in the Senate 21 Senators 
cosponsored S. 1 and S. 67, that provides an average 10-percent salary 
increase for all postal and other employees whose salaries are set by 
Congress. 

On page 2, line 26, of S. 1 we offer the following amendment: After 
the word “authorized” insert “and directed.” This would make it 
specific that the authorities of the Panama Canal grant salary in- 
creases to the postal employees on the zone. If the words “and di- 
rected” are not included, the authorities of the Canal Zone might or 
might not grant the postal employees under their jurisdiction the 
financial benefits of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, we greatly appre- 
ciate the chairman and the ranking minority member for their interest 
in postal and Federal employees, and likewise appreciate your inter- 
est in introducing legislation affecting our welfare. We trust and 
sincerely urge that this committee, at an early date, would approve 
and recommend to the Congress the general provisions of a 10-percent 
salary increase for all postal and Federal employees. We recommend 
that a subcommittee of this committee be appointed and authorized 
to make a complete study of S. 773 by the method employees could 
receive a salary increase that is long overdue and then we could move 
into the field of job evaluation or classification after a most thorough 
and comprehensive study. 

For more than 30 years I have been closely identified with the 
postal field service operations, and I admit that I have not had the 
time to fully visualize and understand all the ramifications contained 
in S. 773. It is much better to find and eliminate the so-called bugs 
before legislation is enacted into law rather than have the sad expe- 
rience of finding them after the law is on the statute books. 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as we appproach leg- 
islation affecting employees under the Classification Act the Gov- 
ernment E mployees’ Council unanimously adopted a resolution en- 
dorsing the provisions and intent of S. 67, that grants approximately 
an average 10-percent salary increase for e mployees other than postal 
field service employees, most commonly referred to as the employces 
under the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and others. 

The member unions of the Government Employees’ Council, A. F. 
of L., who have in their membership employees covered by 5. 67, 
endorsed the provisions of this legislation, notwithstanding the fact 
that they feel that in the last session of the 83d Congress they made 
a successful case for a $800 salary increase, but in an effort to expedite 
some additional meat and bread money for their membership they 
have endorsed and are supporting S. 67 and related bills in the House. 

It is our considered opinion that not only have the postal field service 
employees and the employees under the Classification Act fallen far 
short of keeping in step with employees in outside industry for salary 
increases since 1939 but their standard of living has declined since 193! 

The standard for most nongovernment employees steadily has 
increased, and the jobs of most nongovernment workers provide more 
purchasing power today than the same jobs provided in 1939. This 
is not true of the vast majority of the employees of the Federal 
Government. 

I strongly urge the members of this committee to study closely the 
following salary table that was released by the Civil Service Com- 


mission. In general the salary picture of the field service postal 
employees would be similar to the facts as presented by the Civil 
Service Commission’s report. 

(The table referred to is as follows:) 


1939 versus 1954 


Change in present 
| Increase from 1939 | Rate neces- | rate to maintain 
sary to main- 1939 purchasing 
tain 1939 power 
_______| purchasing 
power 
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We do not agree that the salary scale for the entrance grades in the 
postal field service and the Federal service are high enough. They 
were not enough in 1939 and they are not enough today for a family 
to enjoy at least the necessities of life. Any family in any town or 
city of the United States of America who are required to get along 
on less than $4,000 per annum cannot have the necessities of life, but 
are compelled to live a substandard life. This I am sure that we as 
American citizens are not in favor of. 

Section 804 of S. 67 provides that a supervisor is guaranteed 5 per- 
cent more salary than any employee under his supervision. We 
strongly favor this philosophy and trust that the members of this 
committee will agree with the members of the council that this is a 
provision that should be in the law. 

The basic salary increases in S. 67 are a little more liberal and 
cover more employees than the recommendations as submitted by 
Chairman Young and outlined in §. 774. It is my understanding that 
the provisions of S. 774 were prepared and submitted by the Civil 
Service Commission. 

We have noted with a great deal of pleasure that salary legislation 
to increase the salaries of the Members of the Congress and Federal 
judges is making considerable progress, and we trust that shortly 
the Congress will vote salary increases for the Members of the House 
and Senate and the Federal judges. We of the Government Employes’ 
Council and the American Federation of Labor have long advocated 
higher pay for Members of Congress, Federal judges, and the execu- 
tives in the Federal Government. In fact, we are of the opinion that 
nothing would help the morale and the productivity more than a 
substantial sal: ary increase for the Members of Congress, the Federal 
judges, and all employ ees of the Federal Government that have their 
salaries set by the Congress. 

Chairman Young, testifying before this committee, in answer to 
questions stated that the agencies under the Civil Service Commis- 
sion’s supervision would be expected to absorb much of the cost of the 
bill granting salary increases to employees under the Classification 
Act. This is a most unfair approach, and we trust that this com- 
mittee will not follow and endorse this method. If the employees are 
needed to do the work the Congress should appropriate sufficient money 
to pay the entire cost of any salary increase. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee recently recommended that the 
salaries for Members of Congress be increased to $22,500, the House 
committee has recommended that the salaries be increased to $25,000, 
and it is my understanding that the House will vote on this bill next 
week. We are all for this type of salary increase, and so publicly 
stated many, many times, but we cannot see the wisdom of the admin- 
istration supporting a reasonable salary increase for the Members of 
the Congress, Federal judges, and at the next moment telling members 
of this committee and of the House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee that the economy of the country will not permit more than a 
5- percent minus salary increase for the employees. 

Much has been said that we may expect a veto of any postal em- 
ployee pay bill that does not provide some form of reclassification. 
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This statement evidently is not the thinking of some Members of the 
Congress, as Chairman DeWitt Hyde is quoted as saying recently 

The pay increase is necessary, It will be considered on its own merits and 
will not be tied in with postal rates and classification 

In closing, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
like for the record to show that we are act ively sup port lng the Senate 
Judiciary Committee’s recommendations, as to salary increases for 
the Members of Congress and Federal judges and by the same toke: 
we strongly endorse and trust that the members of this committee 
will support us in voting out bills similar to the provisions of S. 1, 


postal held service, and S. 67, employees of the several pay acts. 

Again thanking you for the opportunity of appearing before this 
committee and restating our thanks for scheduling early hearings, 
and we trust that this Congress will, at an early date, grant at least 
a 10-percent salary increase to Federal and postal employees. 

[ would just like for 1 or 2 minutes to touch upon 1 or 2 of the high 


spots of the bill. 

Much has been said before this committee and before the House 
committee relative to the provisions of S. 773 and the companion 
bills on the House side. The Government Employees Council by 
a majority vote instructed the operations director to wholehearted|) 
support and endorse S. 1 that was enneennes by 21 Members of the 
United States Senate. That has for i S purpose the granting of a 
10- percent sali ary increase to all field-service posta! emp! vees, and 
by the same token to endorse and support S. 67, that has for its pur 
pose the granting of a 10-percent salary increase for all Federal] 
employees other than postal field service. 

Now, just for the sake of argument, and to get this thought in 
the record, if S. 773 as presently prepared and presented, should be 
amended by this committee to grant a 10-percent salary increase to 
all clerks and carriers and other ee with the same provision 
that is now contained in 8S. 1 with a $400 floor, that would, of course, 
mean 16 or 17 or 18 percent increase for postmasters and supervisors, 
But I would like to say here, and the record will show it, last year, 
when I appeared before this committee in support of an $800 salary 
increase for posts il and Federal employees, in the same statement we 
endorsed what was then known as the supervisors’ bill providing for 
a reclassification of the supervisors’ positions. And the position of 
the Government Employees Council has not changed since that time. 


‘ 


t 


But we do feel that the rank and file of the Federal and postal 
employees should have some money to buy food and to clothe their 
families before we go into the realm of rec I assification. When I ap 
peared before the House committee yesterday I recommended that 
a subcommittee of the House committee be ap ypointed and to make a 
complete and detailed study of the job evaluations of the Post Office 
Department. And I believe that if such a procedure w: as followed 
by subcommittees being named from this committee and from the 
House committee, in keeping with the principle that was followed | 
Public Law 134, in 1945, when about 18 months was consumed in a 
study of all angles and brought forth [ think one of the best pieces 
of legislation that has ever been enacted into law. We would certainly 
cooperate with this committee to expedite such a procedure and 
appoint a committee from the council to work with the staff and 
the committee members ot bring that about. 
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Now, our people are particularly alarmed over certain provisions 
of S. 773, especially as it applies to the granting of super-duper 
authority to the Postmaster General, and that is contained mostly in 
sections : 301, 601, 602, 604, 605, TO1, 703 Oe and 706. 

We feel this would make almost a dictator out of the Postmaster 
General, and we do not feel that this country is ready for that type 
of setup in our Federal Government. 

Of course, it has just been touched _upon. The elimination of all 
laws affecting or in conflict with 8S. 773 would perhaps be more far- 
reaching than you would think at first glimpse. 

Now, ‘Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, on page 2 2 of S. 1, line 26, we offer the following 
amendment : 

After the word “authorize” insert “and directed.” This would make 
it specific that the authorities of the Panama Canal grant salary in- 
creases to postal employees on the zone. If the words “and directed” 
are not included, then it is left up to the Governor of the Canal Zone 
as to whether or not he desires to give these employees the salary in- 
crease. And over the years these people have been refused increases 
that were intended by Congress, because the words “and directed” was 
not included in the law. 

Some comment has been made before this committee and before 
the House committee as to whether or not the President would veto a 
salary bill, if it did not contain a job evaluation plan. 

It is my thinking, and I believe that if I were a member of this 
committee or a member of the House committee, I would vote my con- 
victions on the salary increase and put it up to the President to use 
his own judgment as to whether or not he approved it or disapproved 
it. 

I cannot see why it would be any justification in disapproving a 
reasonable salary increase such as we are advocating here of 10 per- 
cent. We feel we made a case last year for $800, and we still feel 
that way. But in order to expedite and encourage the Congress to 
pass an immediate salary increase bill, we come before you now asking 
for just about half of what we asked for a year ago. And we hope 
and trust that both S. 1 and S. 67 will be approved by this committee. 

I have an insert on page 4 of my statement that I would like to 
briefly call to your attention. These { figures were prepared and sup- 
plied by the Civil Service Commission. You will note that all em- 
ployees after ae 4 would need much more than we are asking for 
to bring them up to date, beginning at 13 percent, up to around 40 
percent. 

Practically the same thing that applies to the Federal employees 
applies to the field service postal employees. So when anyone states 
that we are out of line or out of reason in asking for a 10 percent 

salary increase, I think all we need to do is look to the official table 
as supplied by the Civil Service Commission. 

We do not think and never thought, and we don’t think that the 

salary increases to these people were great enough in 1939, and we 
do not think it is enough today, because these people are working for 
$2,700 and $2,900, attempting to raise a family and they just cannot 
do it. 

It is our thinking, and I think the BLS will support that, that any 
family that is attempted to be brought up with less than $4,000 gross 
income is going to be lacking in many of the modern day living stand- 
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ards that we have become accustomed to in the United States. And I 
believe and I trust that each member of this committee will find the 
time to read this statement, because we feel that there are some things 
in here that are pertinent to the question that is before us. . 

And with that, unless there are some questions, Mr. Chairman, I 
will cooper rate by closing my remarks. 

The Craman. Are there any questions ‘ 

Senator Pasrorr. I have no questions, 

The CuarrMan. Hearing none—they must be satisfied. 

Senator Pastorr. We only have 20 minutes left. 

Mr. Watters. Well, we will certainly be satisfied 1f you vote out a 
10-percent salary increase. 

Senator Monroney. I was trying to follow this script, and also your 
testimony. You recommend, do you not, that the classified service 
and the postal service be in the same pay bill ¢ 

Mr. Watters. No, not necessarily the same bill. In fact, according 
to tradition, they have most always been in separate pay bills, and due 
to their different types of work and different pay, with ingrade promo- 
tion, we believe that it is perhaps better to maintain them in separate 
salary bills. 

Senator Monroney. Last year we had them in the same bill. 

Mr. Watters. Yes, at the end. 

Senator Monroney. I mean the bill vetoed by the President. He 
vetoed the salary increases for some 2 million employees because the 
bill did not meet the desires of 1 man in the Post Office Department 
who had no responsibility for the Government employees, nor for the 
postal employees under that bill. 

Mr. Watters. The Postmaster General certainly is not clothed with 
authority to speak for his fellow employees, that is true. 

Senator Monronry. He took the full responsibility for the veto, 
and seems to be very proud that he achieved that. But the fact is that 
he did it on the basis that the bill did not raise the postal rates and 
did not carry his reclassification ideas 

Mr. Watcrers. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. And there are 114 million other e mployees that 
have no relation whatsoever to the Postmaster General. 

Mr. Watrers. In substance, he restated that position before the 
House committee. 

Senator Monronry. He said we could take his bill or he would ree- 
ommend a veto. 

Senator Neusercer. You represent other employees other than pos- 
tal employees ? 

Mr. Watrers. Yes. There are 22 member unions in the council. 
all affiliated with the American Federation of Labor. 

Some, like the IBEW and the machinists, are a very small per- 
centage of our total membership. | 

Senator NeuperGer. This is what I am getting at. I am new here 
and you must excuse my ignorance, but the Postmaster General, as | 
understand it, asked the President to veto the bill because the ‘re were 
not increases in postal mail rates to take care of the increase. When 
increases have been proposed for other Government departments, has 
that same philosophy ever been applied? Just take a specific 
example. 
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Iias the Secretary of the Interior ever suggested because employees 
of the National Park Service have had their salaries increased in a 
certain bill, that the entrance fee to Yellowstone Park and our other 
national parks be increased ? 

Mr. Watrers. No, not tomy knowledge. 

There is one thing they have stated in this bill that I am very much 
opposed to. They have stated—and I believe Chairman Young 
stated this to the committee, in substance. If there were increased 
payrolls through reclassification, employes would have to be reab- 
sorbed by the agency, which means, in rough language, laying off 
enough people to : ‘absorb that part of it. 

We are opposed to that philosophy. 

Senator Neusercer. Have you ever seen a bill in which the State 
Department asked that there be increases in the charges for visas, or 
other services, contingent to a pay increase / 

Mr. Watters. No. 

Senator Neusercer. The two have not been related. 

Mr. Watrers. Not to my knowledge, and I have been around here 
since 1939, and it certainly has not come up in that period of time. 

The Cuamman. Are there any other questions ? 

( No response. ) 

The Cuarman. If not, we certainly thank you. 

Mr. Waurers. Thank you, Senator. 

The CuarrMan. The next witness is George Riley. 

Please come forward and identify yourself for the record. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, MEMBER, NATIONAL LEGISL.i- 
TIVE COMMITTEE, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Ritey. Gentlemen, my name is George D. Riley, and I am a 
member of the National Legislative Committee of the American Fed- 
eration of Labor. 

You have a er of my statement, I believe, double-spaced and 
just 6 pages, and I will skip along in order to save time. 

The Cratrman. Before you begin, let me ask you this: What is 
the situation now with regard to the CIO and AFL going together ? 

Mr. Rutry. It seems to be almost an accomplished fact. Today a 
committee of 10 from each organization, Mr. Chairman, meets, and 
after that comes action for the conventions when they are held. ‘So 
there are about three steps remaining. 

The Ciaran. But they have made a good deal of progress in 
that direction ? 

Mr. Rinry. Yes, sir; yes, indeed. 

The CrarrMan. I just wanted to get some firsthand information. 

Mr. Ritry. Well, Senator, it is really secondhand, but I know you 
can rely on it. 

Last year President Meany came to the Capitol in support of the 
proposition of adequate salaries for Government employees. If it had 
been possible I believe he would have done the same this year. 

I recall that, among other remarks, he said he was convinced that 
our unions had made their case for an $800 salary increase. I know 
of nothing which has changed the fact that the correct amount is 
still $800. 
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The legislative history of last year in this field is still too fresh 
to forget just what happened. We know that the Congress was denied 
opportunity to have the last word after the veto. 

Of course, there have been some several hundred million dollars 
which have remained unspent as an outcome of the veto. But the 
point is that these additional hundreds of millions which have been 
denied Government employees have become their additional subsidy 
to the Government. Whenever Government fails to render salary 
justice or delays it, that is justice denied. 

To suggest that employees now should be grateful for any amount 
or any percentage they can obtain is adding to the injury, in my opin- 
ion. C ompulsory compromise of a financial obligation is further de- 
laying of justice. 

The American Federation of Labor desires to see a substantial pay 
increase passed without delay. We have no preference as to what bill 
is approved just so long as you make full allowance for salary bene- 
fits which have been withheld and our members are granted sufficient 
with which to maintain a decent American standard of living, plus 
enough for savings with which to provide themselves and their de- 
pendents with the better things of life. 

We are not opposing classification as a proposition. We fully recog- 
nize the right of any group to express preference for classification as 
the means to an end. 

Last year, and this also is said primarily for the new member of 
the committee, a classification plan for the postal system was otfered 
whereby nonsupervisory employees’ duties were declared by its pro- 
ponents to be comparable with those of elementary and secondary 
grade teachers and with policemen and fire fighters. 

This year, it is a bit different. This year it is key-punch operators 
material handlers, shipping and receiving and accounting clerks w hose 
jobs are comparable. 

You will note that in each instance where comparability is claimed 
that those jobs outside Government service which would serve to 
prove postal employees’ claim to better pay have been carefully under- 
lined and noted as being omitted from consideration. See pages 9, 10, 
and 11 in the schedule-plan booklet. 

In my view, there has been somewhat less than full disclosure in 
preliminary presentation of the plan to employees. Had they been 
shown the relative locations of all types of jobs for the whole service 
instead of the limited preview permitted, the use of the word “con- 
sultation” by the Department would have been far more justified. 
Such preview can honestly be called limited consultation, not consulta- 
tion in the true sense. 

The extremely intense campaign conducted last year by postmasters 
collectively and individually in their effort to get Congress to accept 
the Summerfield-Fry plan was interesting. As you know, much 
depends upon the annual receipts of the post office in fixing the salary 
of the postmaster. Let’s take an example from the classification bill 
pending before you. Consider any postmaster job in section 503 titled 

“Key Position” below level 6 in offices where the number of personnel 
is not vital. 

I suggest that postmasters will be doing all right under that bill 
when you realize there is pressure to increase postal rates which mean 
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higher annual postal receipts, office by office, which can only result in 
still another salary increase for the postmasters. Not so for the hun- 
dreds of thousands of employees. 

In other words, as I see it, here is a hidden improvement factor, if 
I-may so call it, the same type of improvement factor which employees 
feel they have demonstrated a title to, and which has still not been 
recognized. Inthe grade I have mentioned, the two other factors are 
missing which are to be found in higher-grade positions of post- 
masters, where a number of employees, and the amount of equipment 
are also hooked up to the annnal postal receipts of the office. But in 
this particular category I speak of I see nothing that copies this im- 
provement factor working very definitely in favor of the incumbent of 
those offices. 

If improvement factors are to be recognized finally, and once and 
for all as a premise for employment and promotion in the service, 
really let us have this thinking all the way up and down the line. If 
it is good for one group it is good for all groups. 

Consonant with remarks I heard a while ago, you cannot discrimi- 
nate for the benefit of one to the detriment of the others. So let us 
have something workable from the top to the bottom. 

It is proposed by the Postmaster General that first-class postage be 
increased one- third. Every week he issues more releases on this -sub- 
ject. This alone automatically means 3314 percent in receipts to bene- 
fit the postmasters, not to mention inc reases from other classes of mail 
niatter. 

As for postmasters in the higher first-class offices, it would appear 
that with higher receipts the only problem then will be to get more 
employees and equipment under them and the escalator will move 
well and far for the postmasters. 

If we paid the Secretary of the Treasury on such basis, what a sal- 
ary he would get. None of these handsome increases to the postmas- 
ters can possibly rub off onto employees. 

Last year, when the Lloyd-LaFollette Act was in jeopardy, not one 
postmaster stepped forward to defend that law which case was won 
in the Supreme Court, which case was won by the affiliated ais in 
the Supreme Court, and I am sure most of you recall the circum- 
stances. 

Now, one more point on H. R. 2987 and S. 773. On page 4 of the 
analysis of this bill is included this statement under the heading 
“Appeals”: 

Section 302: This section, another safeguarding provision, establishes the 
right of appeal for employees in the positions which the Postmaster General 
assigns to a salary level under section 301. Each such employee may appeal 
to the Civil Service Commission when he feels that his position has not been 
appropriately ranked by the Postmaster General under section 301. 

The appeals process is always important. Why the Civil Service 
Commission is given the appeals machinery is unexplained. My in- 
formation is the Commission has approximately 5,000 appeals begging 
for attention. The Board of Appeals is reported bogged down with 
the caseload mounting. 

To give this further burden to the Board of Appeals unless they 
have appropriations and the personnel, would worsen the situation. 
That is one thing they are not current with. And, there again, you 
would have justice delayed, and justice denied. 














SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 107 


The employee assumes that he has the right of appeal, and he will 
have the right of appeal if you enact it in that form. But if he tests 
it out he may die years before the United States Government ever gets 
around to adjudicating his case. 

Senator Lancer. It will be the same as Indian claims. 

Mr. Ritey. Lam sure that is true. 

Senator Lancer. Some of them area hundred years old. 

Mr. Rinry. Yes. 

Senator Henninos. That is right. 

Mr. Rirey. A new generation comes up and stil] justice has not been 
granted. 

Now, section 302 simply means you Members of Congress will be 
the real Board of Appeals for the postal system because these cases will 
be deposited with you when CSC cannot perform. There are ways of 
handling such cases, but section 302 assures no dispatch in settlement. 

It also should be clear that such appeals are for misassignment, not 
on demotion, by level or dismissal. 

And now I am reverting to the other nonpostal groups. In Mr. 
Clark’s case I was asked to speak on the two of them at the same time. 

Federal employees, those in the nonpostal service, subject to the 
classification law governing salaries outside the postal service, have 
received no adjustment in pay rates during the last 314 years. 

During that period the national economy felt the impact of the 
Korean war and consumer prices continued the upward trend which 
began with the outbreak of World War Ii. These employees have 
received no compensation for the further depreciation of their buying 
power since 1951. 

Of even greater consideration is the fact that in all the pay rises 
from 1945 on they did not fully regain their lost buying power. The 
American Federation of Government Employees, one of our national 
unions, has estimated that accumulating estimate at approximately 
$5,000 per employee. 

Senator Lancer. Let us get that clear. You say they have lost 
$5,000 apiece since 1945 4 

Mr. Ritey. Since 1951. That isa cumulative total. 

Senator Lancer. Is it 1951 or 1945? 

Mr. Riney. The way my script reads, it is 1951. 

Federal employees, just as other workers, have a right to improve 
their standard of living. This is apart from any consideration of 
living cost. 

Contrary to the belief of their uninformed critics, they are making 
a notable contribution to the national production. The governmental 
agencies which are enabled to function by their services are rendering 
innumerable and essential services to industry and to the economy as 
a whole. 

Once more, we are beginning to hear the familiar reasons why Gov- 
ernment salaries have not been revised. These include: 

1. Five percent is all that the United States Government can afford 
to pay. 

2. The fringe bills and laws have anticipated all the needs of Gov- 
ernment employees, including the Life Insurance Act and the proposed 
health and hospitalization bill. 

As for the first point, I refer to the testimony of the Chairman of 
the Civil Service Commission before your committee, who has just 
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said that 5 percent “represents the funds the administration can afford 
to spend for this purpose.” ‘This sort of excuse is not meeting the 
problem head on. Neither is it considering the issue on its merits. 

Senator Lancer. Going back to what I asked about, you said you 
estimated an accumulating estimate at approximately $5,000 per em- 
ployee. It says 1945. 

Mr. Rirey. I beg your pardon, Senator. I was looking at the wrong 
paragraph when I answered that. I thank you for the correction. 

Senator Pasrorr. Wouldn't you agree if the difference between al- 
lowing a 5-percent and a 7-percent increase meant the difference be- 
tween balancing the budget and not balancing the budget, then they 
could argue they could not afford it? But, after all, the budget is not 
balanced and will not be brought into balance by the difference be- 
tween 5 percent and 6 percent or 7 percent. I would like to know a 
what formula, or through what logic , anyone could come in and si 
we can afford 7 but we cannot afford 5 ? 

Mr. Rey. I have a remark on that point, Senator Pastore. 

A majority of witnesses all of whom are economists testified the 
other day before the Congressional Joint Economic Committee, dif- 
fered greatly with the views I have just quoted. They said a bigger 
deficit is what is needed as a business stimulant to this Nation. I con- 
cede that the administration’s plan is, as announced, to balance the 
short-range budget in election year 1956. But this balance will be 
accomplished once more at the expense of the Government employee. 

As for the second point I mentioned, I predicted last year that these 
fringe benefits would be used against Government employees when 
they came here again to try for salary adjustment. I have proved to 
be a prophet w ith some honor because the Postmaster General has been 
the first to remind you that these are another reason for delaying 

salary legislation. 

The proposal that all benefits to Government employees shall be 
absorbed by the agencies now is out in the open. Absorption is but 
another way of saying that for each benefit there are going to have 
to be some more 1: yofts. Thus it is the employee who absorbs the cost 
of his own benefits. 

In conclusion, the American Federation of Labor also is supporting 
salary adjustments for the Members of the Congress. We believe they 
have long delayed attending to this matter. I hope the Chairman 
of the Civil Service Commission will not suggest that this is another 
item which the Government “cannot afford.” 

The CHarrman, Are there any questions? 

Mr. Henninos. I think it is a very fine statement, Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Rirey. Thank you, Senator. 

The CHamman. Our next — is Mr. Gravitt. Would you come 
forward and identify yourself, Mr. Gravitt ? 

Mr. Gravirr. My name is C. B. Gravitt, Jr.. national secretary and 
legislative representative of the National League of Postmasters of 
the United States. 

The CHatrman. Do you have a written statement ? 

Mr. Gravirr. Yes, we have. I gave them to Mr. Brawley earlier. 
We have 2 short statements; 1 by our national president, Mr. Jones. 
He is in from out of town and I would like him to present his state- 
ment and if the committee does not have time for me present my state- 
ment, perhaps I could come back another time. 
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The Cuatrman. Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Make it as brief as you can. 
Mr. Jones. Certainly. 

The CHAIRMAN. Weare pressed for time. 
Mr. Jones. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE P. JONES, NATIONAL PRESIDENT OF 
NATIONAL LEAGUE OF POSTMASTERS 


Mr. Jones. My name is Lawrence P. Jones. I am president of the 
National League of Postmasters of the United States, and postmaster 
at Yorkville, Tenn. 

I apprec iate the op portunity afforded me to appear before this com 
mittee in behalf of our organization to present our views regarding pay 
legislation. 

For a long time there has existed a discriminatory pay plan between 
postmasters and other postal workers which postmasters have found 
to be very disturbing and something they fail to understand. 

In the past sever ral years employee groups have been recipients of 
annual pay raises granted under the Reclassification Act of 1945, but 
which act failed to provide similar consideration for postmasters. It 
is therefore possible for a clerk in post offices to receive several hundred 
dollars more salary after several years work than when he started; 
however, this is not true of the postmaster who, having served the same 
number of years as the clerk, still receives the same amount of pay, 
unless his office has happened to advance in class, or receives even less 
than when he became postmaster if the office has been relegated to a 
lower class. 

In many of the smaller offices of the country, we find that the post- 
master is required to own or rent post-office equipment for Government 
use; that he performs all kinds of duties, including those of janitor; 
and more than often works longer than the required hours with no pay 
for overtime. 

In these same offices we find that while the postmaster is assuming 
full responsibility for conducting the affairs of the office properly, he 
is actually receiving less hourly compensation than the hourly substi- 
tute clerk who works under him. This h: irdly seems fair in view of the 
responsibility of the postmaster as compared with that of an hourly 
substitute clerk. That however is the case. 

It is therefore with approval that our organization endorses the prin- 
ciple of equal pay for equal work, and we strongly support salary ad 
justment for all postmasters. We believe more consideration should 
havé been given to the salary grades of postmasters in the reclassifica- 
tion of the salary workers in the postal field service under Public Law 
134. 

Today the salaries of postmasters are based on 100 percent of the 
cash receipts of the office, with any adjustment beginning July 1. It is 
a gross misconception that cash receipts reflect the amount of work 
taking place in the office. Due to the practice of using business reply 
‘ards and letters by advertising and big business firms in the large: 
cities, we find that a majority of the post offices are being deprived of 
their portion of receipts which is going to the larger cities of our 
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country, but no credit shows up in the receipts for the increased work 
and responsibility. The picture is, then, that many postmasters are 
delivering and dispatching mail for which they are not receiving a 
favorable portion of revenue to which they are entitled. 

It is our contention that the present means of arriving at the salary 
of postmasters is antiquated. It is an obsolete method for computing 
salaries for services rendered and the responsibility involved. 

Our organization feels that postmasters are entitled to the annual 
automatic pay increases other postal employees enjoy, and went on 
record at our national convention adopting a resolution calling for a 
revision of the Reclassification Act of July 1, 1945, as amended. 

The Carman. Where did you have your convention, here in Wash- 
ington ¢ 

Mr. Jones. Here in Washington. 

The national officers and executive committee of the National League 
of Postmasters have examined the provisions set forth in S. 733 and 
have given their endorsement to the classification bill of the Post 
Office Department. 

It was our pleasure before the measure was introduced to sit down 
with Department officials and work together for salary legislation 
profitable to all postmasters. 

Our organization has for the past 10 years advocated a proper 
salary classification with step increases for all postmasters, and believe 
bill S. 733 to comply with our recommendations. 

We trust that the Congress will act favorably on these measures 
at an early date. 

We appreciate the privilege of stating the views of our organiza- 
tion before this distinguished committee and in behalf of the members 
of the National League of Postmasters of the United States. 

I thank you. 

I would like to add, Mr. Chairman, that our organization does 
approve S. 773, in regard to the postmasters of the United States. 

The CuHatrman. I notice you brought up the question of postal 
receipts. Is that a good way to either raise or lower the status of a 
postmaster? Could you furnish this committee with a list of salaries 
paid postmasters in all second-, third-, and fourth-class post offices, 


the total amount by class of office received in 1945 and each year there- 
after ? 


Mr. Gravitt. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Then we can see how the salaries are affected in the 
second, third, and fourth class. 

Senator Lancer. I want to ask you one question, Mr. Jones. Are 
you opposed to S. 1? 

Mr. Jones. We are in favor of 8.773. I don’t think any postmaster 
employee would be in favor of raising: 

Senator Lancer. You can answer that “Yes” or “No.” Are you or 
are you not opposed to S. 1? 

Mr. Jones. We are opposed. 

Senator Pastore. But you would not be opposed to it if we added 
the features of S. 773, which are acceptable to you in S. 1? 

Mr. Jones. No, sir. We like this bill for the simple reason it gives 
job reclassification for our members and it gives automatic pay in- 
creases and it also provides for equal pay for equal work. 
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Senator Pastore. But you are not passing judgment on other classi 
fications ¢ 

Mr. Jones. Absolutely not. I have no way of judging what other 
unions should have for their members. 

Senator Pastore. Well, from my point of view, and I speak only for 
myself, [ think you made a fine representation on behalf of the people 
you represent. 

Mr. Jones. For the postmasters. 

The CHairmMan. Is your statement about the same, Mr. Gravitt ¢ 

Mr. Gravirr. I can highlight it. 

The Cuarrman. I would appreciate it if you would. 


STATEMENT OF C. B. GRAVITT, JR., NATIONAL SECRETARY AND 
LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE OF NATIONAL LEAGUE OF 
POSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Gravirr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
purpose of the record my name is C. B. Gravitt, Jr., national secretary 
and legislative representative of the National League of Postmasters 
of the United States, an organization having members in every State 
in the Union, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Alaska. 
Our national headquarters is located at 1110 F Street NW., Wash- 
ington 4, D.C. 

We are sure that the members of this committee recognize that the 
cost of living has increased considerably since the last salary increase 
for postal workers in July 1951. I appreciate the opportunity of ap- 
pearing before this committee, to _— the views of our organiza- 
tion in regard to pay legislation. ‘The Nation’s postmasters approve 
the principle of equal pay for substantially equal work. 

The Cuatrman. Whois going to pass on that ¢ 

Mr. Gravirr. We leave ‘that. up to the wisdom of the Members of 
the Congress because it is under your jurisdiction. 

The Cramman. But under the bill you are advocating, proposed 
by the re eee who would approve it / 

Mr. Gravirr. I believe under the bill it is a combination of so much 
authority being delegated and the authority delegated being used 
by the Post Office Department. 

The CuatrMan. Isn’t a great deal of it delegated to the Postmaster 
General and his office ? 

Mr. Gravirr. Pardon? 

The Cratmman. It is all delegated to the Postmaster General and 
the Postmaster General’s office. 

Mr. Gravrrr. As I understand it, there are about 50 key positions 
set up and the salaries are to be arranged around these various posi- 
tions fitting into their grade of 20 different levels. 

The CuarrMan. Who does the fitting? Who says who will go into 
what classification ? 

Mr. Gravirr. Most of itis left up to the Department. 

The CHatrman. The Department / 

Mr. Gravirr. Mr. Chairman, automatic annual pay increases is 
something that was given other employees in 1945. We did not get 
those benefits. We are trying to get Congress to bring us up these 
benefits. That is our position here today. I would say about 28,000 
of the post offices represented here today have only 1 man in the 
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office and that is the postmaster. We would like for these postmasters 
to have the same benefits that were given previously to the other 
post: il workers. 

There are just a few of the large offices and we primarily represent 
small post offices throughout the country. They should have been 
viven annual step increases in 1945. 

The Cuairman. To keep the record straight, we have two associ- 
ations of postmasters. 

Mr. Gravirr. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. Which do you represent ? 

Mr. Gravirr. The N National League of Postmasters of the United 
States, representing the majority of the small postmasters. 

Mr. Brawley. 

Mr. Brawtey. Primarily in the fourth class, are they full-time 
positions or part-time positions ! 

Mr. Gravirr. At the present time, the top five grades of fourth class 
are full time and all the third are full time. Many times I hear the 
statement the major ity of these people just work part time. 

Mr. Brawtry. That is why I ask you the question, How many of 
the fourth-class postmasters have part-time jobs? 

Mr. Gravirr. I would say 50 percent, offhand. 

Mr. Brawiey. What number does that represent ? 

Mr. Gravirr. There are 15,000 of them—well, about 16,000. The 
postmaster does not get a 40-hour week like many regular employees. 
He has to work until the job is done. In doing that he works long 
hours. There is one example I would like to cite because it was brought 
to our attention where the postmaster draws, say, $4,470 a year, and 
that would give him an hourly rate of pay of $1. ‘51. The substitute 
post office worker gets an hourly rate of $16114—they begin with that, 
and advance to $2.0114. 

Senator Pastore. How are you going to adjust that ? 

Mr. Gravirr. Well—— 

Senator Pastore. Isn’t that true about Senators, too ? 

Mr. Gravitt. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. Aren’t there certain types of jobs which you just 
don’t do on a per diem basis and that lends it_a certain amount of 
prestige? That is why you are the top man. How are we going to 
write that in the law? I don’t think it is the best argument you can 
come up with. I think you come to the point when you are predicat- 
ing raises on a cost-of- living basis. Therefore, we must reallocate all 
the various classifications accor ding to responsibilities and according 
to the duties to be performed. I think you fellows have a good argu- 
ment. I think if you argue too much you might spoil it. 

Mr. Gravirr. Our members keep telling us “My clerk makes more 
per hour that I do.” I have given the examples using the substitute 
post office clerks. That is one ‘of the things we hoped you will correct 
for us. 

Senator Pastore. And in many cases you find a situation where 
a new postmaster comes in, and usually the immediate supervisor 
under him has to take a cut in pay. There is another inequity we have 
to take care of. I think the gravamen of your argument is you want 
your classification to be judged upon responsibilities and not upon 
receipts. Am [right or wrong? 





SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 203 


Mr. Gravirr. We want to get away from the receipts and evaluate 
the job on duties and responsibilities. You are correct. 

Senator Pastore. That is right. 

Mr. Gravirr. Getting back to the receipts, the postmasters receipts 
are not based upon all the revenue he takes in in his office. If he issues 
a money order the fee does not go into the receipts upon which his 
salary is based. But if he sells a 3-cent stamp, that goes into his 
receipts. It takes more time to write a money order than it does to 
sell a stamp. 

Senator Pastore. And receipts would vary more according to the 
location than the responsibility ¢ 

Mr. Gravirr. Yes. 

The CuarrmMan. This bill does not eliminate receipts as a factor de- 
termining the salary. 

Mr. Gravirr. No, Mr. Chairman. It does not get away from it 
entirely. But it gets away from it to a certain extent. It will be one 
of the factors but not the primary factor. 

The CHatrman. What percentage will it be should this bill be ap- 
proved ¢ 

Mr. Gravirr. I don’t know. 

The Cuarmman. I don’t think we have that information, have we? 

Mr. Gravitr. No. 

The Cuarrman. Who will determine what the percentage will be ¢ 

Mr. Gravirr. As I understand it, it will be left up to the Depart- 
ment. 

The Cuarrman. Isn’t it true, that under S. 773, the Postmaster 
General will have sole authority to upgrade or downgrade the class of 
any post office ? 

Mr. Gravirr. I am not exactly clear on what the exact salaries would 
be in each case. I know under the provisions of this bill— 

The CuarrmMan. But you are endorsing it here. You ought to know 
what it does. 

Mr. Gravirr. I don’t want to speak for the clerks and the carriers. 
Mr. Hallbeck and Mr. Keating- 

The CHarrman. I am speaking of the postmasters—how their sal- 
aries will be changed in the future. Don’t you agree that would be 
left entirely to the Postmaster General ? 

Mr. Gravirr. As I said, I represent the postmasters and from their 
viewpoint the increases are much better under 773. This is the reason 
we support the bill. 

The Cuairman. How do you know that, if it is left entirely to the 
Postmaster General to say what their salaries shall be under the pro- 
visions of this bill that you are endorsing ¢ 

Mr. Gravirr. Mr. Chairman, fourth class retain the receipts meth- 
ods of determining the salary. That would be in the law according 
to S. 773. ; 

The Cuatrman. What classification? Fourth-class postmaster / 

Mr. Gravirr. Yes, sir. All fourth class—the 16,000 there would be 
provided in law. 

The Cuatrman. If it was used for fourth, why would they not use 
it for all other classes ? 

Mr. Gravirr. The receipts method is inadequate. The law would 
provide the fourth-class postmaster, the present S. 773 with a 5 per- 
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cent increase. This would give him a $16.32 increase. But 6 months 
later it would be adjusted to fit into this schedule as the law would 
provide, and he would receive $419 a year. 

Mr. Brawtey. Without step increases for fourth-class postmasters 
would not the fourtli-class postmasters receive more of an increase 
under S. 1 than S. 773? 

Mr. Gravirr. Most of them would, without the step increases. That 
is what we are trying to gain for our members, the step increases 
other postal workers received in 1945. They must have done a better 
job, and now we in our own humble way are trying to bring it to your 
attention so that we may get these benefits, too. 

The CuairmMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Gravirr. Now, we strongly support a salary adjustment for all 
postmasters. Postmasters do not enjoy the provisions of a 40-hour 
week, yet many are required to work until the job is done, perhaps 
10 or 12 hours or longer. They do not receive overtime pay or com- 
pensatory time as do other postal workers. In many cases postmas- 
ters are required to personally own or rent equipment for Government 
use. 

In reclassifying the salary of workers in the postal field service, 
under Public Law 154, we feel more consideration should have been 
given to salary grades for postmasters. The majority of postmasters 
are working postmasters performing routine duties in their offices 
from janitor to administrator. You will find them the representa- 
tives of the Federal Government in their respective communities. They 
directly contact and become personally acquainted with the patrons 
of the offices. 

We contend postmasters should receive equal pay with other postal 
employees for like or equal work, and in addition should receive fair 
compensation for the responsibility and administration of their offices. 

At the present time, a large percentage of postmasters do not receive 
hourly compensation, equal t to the substitute post-office clerk. In many 
offices of the Nation, a substitute working the same number of hours 
as the postmaster, actually receives more salary per hour than the 


postmaster, yet he does not assume the duties and responsibilities of 
the office. 


Substitute clerks— 
0S asters 
Postmasters hourly base pay 


urly base — : 
Annual salary He pr Minimum | Maximum 


Secon’ class: 
TR seis : a ak mee $1.51 | $1. 615 | $2, 015 
$5,070__- a 7 an 
Third class: 
$2,883 
$4,298 


The present system which postmasters receive less per hour than 
substitute employees has lessened the incentive for advancement. The 
practice of pay in accordance with duties and responsibilities has been 
entirely reversed. We feel there should be an incentive for all em- 
ployees to advance and give their utmost in service and efficiency. 
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The entire system should encourage postal workers to become super 
visors or postmasters. In this way maximum efficiency can be main 
tained. 

Experience has proven that ecenomy cannot be gained by low pay 
for management. Postmasters, as the Postmaster ‘General has often 
said, are the branch managers of the postal service. The efficiency 
of these branch managers will add a great deal to the economy and 
welfare of the postal system. 

Our national convention adopted a resolution calling for a re 
vision of the Classification Act of July 1, 1945, as amended, which 
would correct many of the inequities now existing by granting post 
masters annual automatic pay increases in line with other employees. 

The discrepancy in pay dates back several years during which time 
employee groups rec eived benefits not granted postmasters. This 
discrimination is noticeable due to the fact the employee one were 
granted annual pay raises in the Reclassification Act of 1945, with- 
out like treatment for postmasters. The result has been that post- 
masters may start at near the same salary as the clerk but after 5 
years of service the postmaster may still receive the same salary, or 
less, while the clerk in the same office may have increased his salary 
by several hundred dollars. 

This is a source of a great deal of dissatisfaction with the present 
pay plan. It is a discrimination, which postmasters cannot under- 
stand. 

The postmaster is expected to be familiar with all rules and regula- 
tions of the Post Office Department, including the Postal Guide and 
the Post Office Manual. He must be familiar with all financial regu- 
lations, and assume responsibility for all funds going through the post 
office. In many offices the postmaster has no one in the office to con- 
sult for information concerning these regulations, but must find the 
information himself. His years of experience, thus become invalu- 
able and deserve sufficient compensation. 

Annual step increases will eliminate the present inconsistencies of 
paying an inexperienced postmaster the same rate of pay as the one 
who has applied himself diligently for several years. In view of this 
situation, why pay the incoming postmaster without experience the 
same basic salary as the outgoing postmaster with many years of 
experience? The National League has ur ged since 1945 that the salary 
schedule be changed, so that postmasters may advance in salary with 
experience through annual step increases. 

The salaries of postmasters are based on the postal receipts for the 
calendar year in fixing the salary for the fiscal year beginning July 1. 
When this plan was adopted many years ago, the outgoing mail com- 
pared favorably with the income m: ail. Thisis no longer true. Today 
the postal rec eipt method is an unfair barometer of the work in the 
majority of post offices, for modern business methods have changed 
the proportion of income mail to 10 times that dispatched from the 
smaller offices. Many services have been added, such as handling of 
bonds, insured mail, money orders, c.o.d. mail, and other services 
without credit given to the office reflecting an increase in compensa- 
tion for the added work and responsibility. 

In a survey made by our organization, it was found that postmas- 
ters at these offices were receiving and delivering a ratio of 10 pieces 
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of mail for every piece of mail dispatched. ‘The postmaster’s salary 
is based on cash receipts derived from the mail dispatched ; therefore, 
the receipts on an average indicate only one-eleventh of the volume of 
business transacted by these offices. 

The modern business system has completely robbed the majority of 
post offices of the Nation of their proper proportion of receipts, by 
the huge concentration of nearly all mail order and advertising firms, 
in a few large cities of the Nation. Business reply letters and cards, 
on which the postage is paid at the office of the business firms, have 
helped to transfer the receipts from the smaller offices to the large 
cities of the country, yet the work and responsibility has been in- 
creased. 

Thus it can be seen that many postmasters are delivering mail on 
which postage is paid in the large cities, and dispatching mail where 
the postage is also paid to the large cities. Therefore, these offices are 
not receiving a fair portion of the revenue to which they are entitled. 

One of the reasons most often given for low salaries of postmasters 
is the small receipts of the office. The receipts of the office have very 
little to do with the duties. For example, money-order fees are not 
included in the gross receipts of the office upon which the postmaster’s 
salary is based. When the postmaster sells a 3-cent stamp, the 3 cents 
is included in the receipts of the office. The issuing of a money order 
requires considerably more time than merely selling a 5-cent stamp, 
vet the money-order fee is not included in the receipts of the office upon 
which the salary is based. The present method of determining salaries 
is most inadequate, and full credit should be given for the work and 
responsibility of the post office. 

The President’s message to Congress on January 11 recognized the 


inadequacy of the present system used in paying postmasters. The 
President said : 


Under this plan, postmasters of the Nation would receive salaries commensu- 
rate with the volume of work, and the level of the responsibility of their offices, 
rather than solely on the basis of cash receipts, which presently govern their 
compensation. This practice results in discrimination against those holding of- 
fices where incoming mail represents most of the business volume. 

The National League wholeheartedly agrees with this statement, 
and requests that action be taken to correct such inequities in the pres- 
ent method of determining postmaster compensation. 

The executive committee and national officers of our organization 
have reviewed the provisions of H. R. 2987 and S. 773 and endorsed 
the Department’s classification bill. 

We held conferences with Department officials prior to introduction 
of the measure and much was accomplished by Sacusiae and work- 
ing out, together, plans for salary legislation beneficial to all postmas- 
ters. Recommendations made by the National League were accepted 
in the best interest of postmasters and the postal service. 

The National League, since 1945, has stood firm on its recommenda- 
tions for a proper salary classification with step increases for all post- 
masters, 

IH. R. 2987 and S. 773 meet these recommendations, and we hope the 
committee will take favorable action at an early date. 

I am deeply grateful for this opportunity to present the views of 
our organization representing the interest of more than 75 percent of 
the Nation’s postmasters. Thank you. 
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Senator Pastore. In other words, you are saying the provisions of 
s. 773 which concerned you and the people whom you represent are 
nore favorable than you consider the terms of S. 1 to be ¢ 

Mr. Gravirr. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. And for that reason you are for them / 

Mr. Gravirr. Yes, Senator Pastore. 

Senator Pasrore. I think that is an understandable position to 
take. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. 

Mr. Gravirr. That concludes our presentation. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any further questions‘ If not, 
are excused, 

Mr. Gravirr. Thank you very much, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Our next witness is Mr. Harold McAvoy. 

Please come forward and identify yourself. 


you 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD McAVOY, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, NA- 
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND POSTAL TRANS- 


PORTATION SERVICE MAIL HANDLERS, WATCHMEN, AND 
MESSENGERS 


Mr. McAvoy. My name is Harold McAvoy, national president of 
the National Association of Post Office and Postal Transportation 
Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and Messengers. We are part 
of the American Federation of Labor and the Government Em- 
ployees’ Council. 

At this time I would like to thank you and your committee for the 
privilege of appearing before you. When pay hearings’ started on 
January 31, 1955, you stated that there were two pay bills before 
your committee. I believe all pay bills call for some kind of a salary 
increase, and I believe the reason for these bills being introduced is 
the cost-of-living question. 

Among said pay bills is one, introduced by Senator Olin D. John- 
ston—S. 1. This bill calls for a decent salary increase, and would 
meet with the full approval of our people. Although our original 
stand calls for an $800 salary increase to really meet this problem 
before us all, the cost of living. 

Being realistic, we feel that the Johnston bill has the best chance 
of being reported out by this committee. Last year when I had the 
privilege of appearing before this committee, I brought out that our 
people were really suffering a hardship. That it was vitally impor- 
tant that a salary increase be given speedy consideration, whereas 
our people, who are the lowest paid employees in the postal service, 
could meet the rise in the cost of living. We all know what happened 
in the last session. 

Therefore, I ask you and your committee to seriously consider 
S. 1, or bills which would have the same effect for our people. 

Another bill which is before your committee, and which all mail 
handlers, watchmen, and messengers in the postal service fully en- 
dorse, is the bill introduced by Senator Frank Carlson. This bill, 
S. 773, calls for a reclassification of the postal service. 

On page 13 of this bill is the job description breakdown of the 
duties performed by our group. You will notice that we are the first 
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to handle the mail coming into the station or terminal, and the last 
to handle same when it leaves the station or terminal. We break the 
bulk mail down and deliver it to the clerk by pieces, so that with his 
postal scheme, he continues operation. 

After this operation we label and sack and continue the operation 
to the motor vehicle truck or to where it belongs. In other words, 
we never leave the mail. We perform the w hole operation, except 
the postal scheme operation. 

Postmaster General Summerfield stated that the new bill, S. 773, 
in opening the pay hearings on Monday, January 31, 1955, would take 

rare of extremely serious inequities, plus introduce a method for set- 
ting proper salaries for new types of jobs. 

After careful study, in line with the above, the only comparison I 

‘an make even close to our work, which I brought out before this com- 
mittee last year, is the longshoremen. President Meany of the Ameri- 

‘an Federation of Labor has stated, “it has been said that postal jobs 
are without duplication or similarity anywhere else.” I have checked 
with the American Federation of Labor and found the minimum 
hourly rate of pay for longshoremen to be $2.42. Our minimum 
hourly rate of pay is $1.565. After 3 years, the maximum hourly rate 
of our group is $1.715. 

I hope this committee agrees that the difference per hour of 86 
cents is quite a difference. Another group of employees, who only 
load pertaining to their duties, are the department of sanitation em- 
plovees in New York City. It was brought out in the Senate hearings, 
on pay, the other day that this group receives $4,900 per year. Our 
people receive in the highest automatic grade, $3,470. 

I would like to bring to your attention at this time that our people 
work in first- and second-class offices—in other words, the larger cities. 

On page 17 of S. 773, you will find the job description of the special- 
delivery messengers. We are happy for this group of employees, as 
this bill will bring same up to the salary grade of the clerk-carrier 
group. Again, I repeat we are happy for this group, but we do ask 
you, the committee, to consider our people in the same light. 

In closing this statement, our organization urges you, the commit- 
tee, to report out a decent salary bill, plus the reclassification bill. 

Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our association 
definitely endorses S. 1, the bill before us. We feel and hope that the 
committee will give consideration to this particular part. We are the 
lowest paid in the service, and if anybody needs it, we do. 

I am glad Senator Pastore brought out that particular question be- 
fore. I want to make myself clear before I talk about reclassification 
or S. 773, just what our position is on this. 

The Cuamman. How many do you represent ? 

Mr. McAvoy. We are approximately 26,000 in the postal service 
and we approximately represent half. 

Senator Lancer. You are the most underpaid in the service, of any 
group ? 

Mr. McAvoy. That is right. We are the lowest. 

Senator Lancer. What is the average pay now? 

Mr. McAvoy. $3,170 is what we come in at. 

Senator Lane ER. What? 

Mr. McAvoy. $3,170 is our entrance salary, and after 3 years the 
maximum is $3 "400. It is pretty rough on us. But to get back to my 
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statement, I would like to say when I talk about reclassification, or 
S. 773, 1 am mandated to bring before this committee the thought that 
at our last convention, job dese ription and extra grades, whic : we have 
been fighting for since 1945, have been included in Senator Carlson’s 
bill. That is w hy we are fully endorsing that particular bill because 
those two features which we have fought for for years are part of 773. 

Senator Pastore. All right. Let me ask you this question. There- 
fore, insofar as your group is concerned, you are satisfied with the 
provisions of S. 773, insofar as classification is concerned ¢ 

Mr. McAvoy. That is right. 

Senator Pastore. And your only quarrel may be between the 5 per- 
cent under 773 and the 10 percent under 8. 1, as a base to start with? 

Mr. McAvoy. Yes. I would like to state, which definitely included 
in the brief, I have definitely checked, and as President Meany said, 
there is no job you compare with the postal service in the outside 
industries, but the closest we are able to come is with the longshore- 
men, and the minimum salary is $1,565, and we go approximately to 
$1.71 after 3 years. 

The next group of people is the Department of Sanitation, which 
cause was brought out last week by Bill Doherty. They are a thousand 
dollars, at least, ahead of us, and they only do half the duties we do. 

Senator Pastore. Why don’t you spell out the duties for the purpose 
of the record, as some of us on the committee may not be too familiar 
with them. Do you know them offhand / 

Mr. McAvoy. I think we have got it right here in this second page. 
On page 13 of this bill is a job description breakdown of the duties 
performed by our group. You will notice that we are the first to 
handle the mail coming into the station or terminal, and the last to 
handle same when it leaves the station or terminal. We break the bulk 
mail down and deliver it to the clerk by pieces, so that with his postal 
scheme, he continues operation. After this operation we label and sack 
and continue the operation to the motor vehicle truck or to where it 
belongs. In other words, we never leave the mail. We perform the 
whole operation, except the postal scheme operation. 

Senator Pastore. Lifting and loading? 

Mr. McAvoy. Everything except the actual boxing up is considered 
part of our duty. We break it down from the motor vehicle truck and 
we place it there when the postal clerk takes over. We do everything— 
we do every operation except where the post office scheme is involved. 

And in comparison with outside industry, what we are being paid 
for the job, we are so far behind, Mr. Chairman, it just does not make 
sense. 

The CuarrMan. Any questions ? 

Senator Lancer. Mr. McAvoy, you are absolutely right in saying 
you are far, far behind what you ought to get. I remember a’ few 
years ago you were only getting $1,950. 

Mr. McAvoy. That is right. 

Senator Lancer. And veterans coming out of World War II witha 
wife and child were trying to live on $1,950. 

Mr. McAvoy. It isa complete hardship. 

Senator Lancer. Is Mr. Riley here? 

Mr. McAvoy. No. He had to leave to go to another meeting. 

Senator Lancer. I wish you would see Mr. Riley and have him 
suggest some amendments. He could file them with the chairman 
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here so that we could get your matter clearly before us, because | 
think of every group here, you are deserving of the most help. 

Mr. McAvoy. May I add, Senator, with your permission, we recom 
mend wholeheartedly the special-delivery messengers increase, who. 
in S. 773, will be brought up into par with the clerk-carrier. But 
we are happy to see that, and we think we should be considered in 
the same light. 

Senator Lancer. You didn’t have to jump on anybody else. You 

can show you are not getting enough to live on with your family. 

Mr. McAvoy. Yes. That is re: ily a hardship. 

Senator Pasrore. That, Senator Langer, highlights the point | 
would like to make. ft ou can’t act too quic ‘kly on S.1. There may 
be some parts of S. 773 that ought to be taken from that bill and 
added to S. 1. 

Senator Lancer. Yes. 

Senator Pasrorr. You can’t be too hasty. 

Senator Lancer. Where do you live? 

Mr. McAvoy. New York City. 

Senator Lancer. Can’t you get down here a few days? 

Mr. McAvoy. We have our office at Ninth and Fifth Streets, here. 

Senator Lancer. Why can’t you submit some amendments so that 
these people will get enough for a decent living ¢ 

Mr. McAvoy. Well, thank you, Senator. 

The CuatrMan. Our next witness is Mr. Bledsoe. 

Would you come forward and identify yourself for the record / 


STATEMENT OF WARREN B. BLEDSOE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
RURAL LETTER CARRIERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Briepsor. My name is Warren F. Bledsoe. I am president of 
the National Rural Letter Carriers’ Association. We maintain our 
national headquarters in suite No. 1040, Warner Building, located at 
the corner of 15th and E Streets NW., Washington, D.C. We have 
a national membership of 36,400, which includes almost 30,000 rural 
carriers, or more than 90 percent of all regular classified rural carriers 
in the Nation. The remainder of our membership is composed of 
retired, temporary, and substitute rural carriers. 

We welcome the opportunity of appearing before this committee 
to present the views, opinions, and recommendations of our or ganiza- 
tion in regard to the salary increase proposals which are presently 
before you. It is our pleasure to extend our thanks and appreciation 
to the members of this committee and other Members of Congress who, 
in introducing salary benefit bills, have recognized our problems of 
insufficient pay, the resultant marginal standard of living and the 
long and sustained decline of purchasing power imposed on the postal 
employee. 

In the interest of conserving the time of this committee, we shall 
confine our testimony to a brief summary of the need for an imme 
diate increase in salary, together with our views on the several bills 
now under consideration. 

In the hearings conducted before the committees on Post Office and 
Civil Service of both the House and Senate during the 83d Congr ess. 
this association established that an increase of $800 per annum in rural! 
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carrier salaries would be necessary to recover an annual loss in pu 
chasing power, which 1s the approximate differential between present 
day salari ies, as compared with the BLS Cost of Living Index, in rela 
tion to our salaries in the base year of 1959. 

This differential, dollarwise, represents a salary lag that is keenly 
felt by rural carriers and their families. It presents an ecomony 
problem which justifies an adequate salary increase to restore thy 
inajor part of this loss in purchasing power. In our survey of last 
year we presented reliable statistics to this committee whic h conclu 
sively showed that wages in selected industries had increased to 299.87 
percent over those paid in the base year of 1939. The wages of rural 

carriers increased only 198.2 percent during the same period. We 
also pointed out the tremendous inroads made on take-home pay bY 
increased Federal income and other taxes which are not reflected 1 
the BLS Cost of Living Index. We offer no objection to the tax struc 
ture, but submit that the net result on take-home pay is a factor that 
demands consideration. 

The situation has not changed, and we return to this committee and 
to the Congress and urge a realistic and adequate salary increase at 
the earliest. possible date.’ This association strongly urges approval 
of salary legislation which will provide for at least a 10-percent in 
crease, 

S.1, introduced by Mr. Johnston, distinguished chairman of this 
committee, for himself and 20 other Senators, provides for such an 
increase with a floor of $400. For all practical purposes, however, this 
bill provides for a salary increase of $480 for the majority of postal 
employees, with the exception of rural carriers. This imequity is 
brought about by the provisions of section 1 (b) of S. 1 which would 
adjust practically all postal salaries to the nearest multiple of $100 
in addition to the 10-percent increase provided. Under section 2 (a). 
the salary increase proposed for rural carriers is a flat $400 per annum. 
In consideration of this bill this inequity in salary treatment, as related 
to the proposed schedules for the majority of employees with whom 
we have always shared equitable salary relationship, would need to 
be corrected. 

S. 773, introduced by Mr. Carlson, ranking minority member, is 
considered a basically good bill by this association. 

Under this bill, rural carriers would receive an increase of 5 percent 
on basic salary, excluding longevity, on enactment. At a later date, 
certain adjustments would then be effected in order to establish a new 
7-step schedule in place of the present 9-step schedule and thus elim 
inate 2 pay grades. It has been submitted that this adjustment fol- 
lowing the basic salar y increase of 5 percent, would average approxi- 
ms rtely 114 percent additional increase. It should be noted, however. 
that although a considerable number of employees would receive bene 
fits through this adjustment, the majority of rural carriers, approxi 
mately 69 percent. who are in top grade under present law, would 
receive but a small increase, actually only $6 per annum for carriers 
in top grade on routes over 30 miles in length. 

A highly desirable feature of the rural carrier pay schedule in S. 
773 is the provision in section 402 (¢c). This would authorize the 
Postmaster General to pay such additional compensation as he may 
determine to be fair and reasonable in each individual case to rural 
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carriers serving heavily patronized routs not exceeding 61 miles in 
length. This would, in effect, increase the amount of such compensa- 
tion as it is payable under present law. It would greatly alleviate, 
and in general correct the problem of adequately compensating such 
heavy-duty carriers, based on workload and other factors involved. 
This feature would greatly improve the administrative latitude of 
the Department and allow equitable compensation on the basis of work 
performed. We strongly endorse the principle, the amount, and the 
administrative procedure provided for in this section. 

The Post Office Department afforded this association ample oppor- 
tunity to consult and confer with officials preparing the draft of 5. 773, 
insofar as the rural carrier schedules are concerned. We were grate- 
ful for this opportunity and were pleased to cooperate. We acknow- 
ledge the value of this consultation and express our appreciation for 
this commendable approach to our mutual problems. This consulta- 
tion resulted in the rural carrier pay schedule contained in 8. 773 
which presents a pay formula that is sound, equitable, and workable 
as developed within the maximum limitation of the 5-percent-increase 
proposal. It maintains the equitable relationship in the pay structure 
as related to the proposed clerical and city carrier schedules. Our 
only objection to the pay schedule in 8. 773 is, therefore, based on the 
fact that the amount of increase provided is adequate. 

In consideration of S. 773, we suggest the following committee 
amendments: 

(1) That the 5-percent basic salary increase provided in title II, 
section 201, be increased to provide for a basic 10-percent salary 
increase. 

(2) That title VII, section 709 (a), be amended to provide for 
equipment allowance of not in excess of $3.50 per day instead of the $3 
provided. This would provide for a 50-cent-per-day increase in the 
equipment allowance for those heavy-duty carriers receiving heavy- 
duty compensation under present law, and as would be provided in 
section 402 (c). These carriers are a minority group, but they are 
suffering undue hardship due to the equipment allowance they now 
receive is clearly inadequate and does not approach their actual cost 
in providing and operating their equipment. The greatly increased 
number of stops on such routs add materially to such operating costs 
as gasoline, oil, and tires. The constant starting and stopping adds 
to mechanical wear, fouls motors, causes overheating to the extent 
that ordinary repair bills are greatly increased. Fixed costs usually 
range between $650 and $700 per vear, which only leaves a rural car- 
rier serving a 25-mile route between $200 and $250 for the year’s oper- 
ating expense. 

Putting it another way, this carrier at the present $3 per day has 
only about 75 cents per day to cover actual operating costs. 

The increase requested in this suggested amendment would increase 
this amount to about $1.25 per day to cover operating expenses, which 
we believe is fully justified. 

; (3) That a section be added to the general provisions of S. 773 as 
ollows: 


The Postmaster General is hereby authorized to grant additional leave with 
pay to those employees in the postal field service who cannot be spared from 
duty on those days or parts of days established as special holidays for employees 
of the executive branch of Government by Executive order of the President. 
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During the past two Christmas holidays the President has issued 
Executive orders allowing employees in the postal field service, who 
could be spared from service without curtailing postal operations, 
especial holidays on Christmas and New Year’s Eve. ‘This resulted i 
nearly all postal employees enjoying the benefit of these special hol 
days, either in being excused from duty on the days specified or com 
pensatory time at a later date, | 

Rural carriers and certain other employees in the field service of 
the Post Office Department could not be excused from duty due to the 
fact that under present law no provision is made for the maintenance 
of service in their positions unless such-absence is caused by the use of 
annual or sick leave. We have no desire to curtain service to our 
patrons on such special holidays. We feel that rural mail service 
should and must be maintained. However, in all fairness and in the 
interest of equitable holiday treatment for all postal employees we 
feel that this suggested provision should be incorporated into the legis 
lation now before you. This section is suggested in order that rural 
carriers and certain other employees in the postal field service may be 
allowed the same special holiday treatment as accorded the vast ma 
jority of postal employees through the application of section 703 (3) 
of S. 773, and as under present law. 

(4) That section 810 (b), lines 9, 10, and 11, on page 109, be deleted 
from S. 773. Further that all laws or parts of laws to be repealed be 
specifically enumerated by number and section to the extent they are 
repealed. 

In our consultation with Post Office Department officials during the 
drafting of the proposals for the bill now before this committee, 8. 773, 
we were informed that all persent laws relative to salary, compensa 
tion, and method of payment were to be brought together in this single 
proposal. We were aware that this included the repeal of existing 
laws or parts of laws specifically dealing with salary, other compensa 
tion, and method of payment. We approve of this effort to codify all 
existing pay provisions within the framework of one new law and 
offer no objection. We urge, however, that all laws or parts of laws to 
be repealed by section 810 be specifically enumerated and designated 
by number and section, showing clearly and unmistakably the extent of 
repeal application in each instance. If this is done, section 810 (b) 
would be superfluous. This is the basis upon which we suggest that 
it be deleted from S. 773. 

In conclusion: We have made a careful study of the several pieces 
of legislation now before this committee for consideration, insofar as 
they apply to rural carriers and the rural delivery service. It is our 
opinion that if the four suggested changes outlined are incorporated 
into S. 773, it would provide for a salary increase adequate to meet the 
minimum needs and would eliminate certain hardships and diserimi- 
natory features existing in present law. 

We place our organization on record as endorsing and approving 
S. 773 with amendments offered. 

The Cuatrman. In other words you are in favor of my bill with 
certain reclassification amendments. 

Mr. Biepsor. That would be very fine, Senator. If you add those 
amendments to your bill that would be very fine, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any questions? 

(No response.) 
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Mr. Buepsor. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Lancer. What is your address? 

Mr. Buiepsor. Georgetown, Ga. 

The CHarrMan. Our next witness is Ross A. Messer. Please iden- 
tify yourself for the record, Mr. Messer. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV- 
ICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Messer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, for this opportunity to appear before you today. 

I am Ross A. Messer, legislative representativ e, National Associa- 
tion of Post Office and General Services Maintenance Employees. I 
appear before you today in behalf of the employees of the custodial 
service of the postal field service in the 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands and the District of Columbia, and 
the employees of the mail equipment shops in Washington, D. C. 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank Chairman Johnston and 
the members of this committee for their interest in behalf of an ade- 
quate salary increase for all postal employees. I also want to thank 
Chairman Johnston and the members of this committee who have 
introduced bills for salary increase for postal employees. 

Since the last general salary increase granted postal employees in 
1951, the cost of living has increased approximately 3.2 percent, ac- 
cording to the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Depart- 
ment of Labor. 

In 1951, the Honorable Robert Ramspeck, then Chairman of the 
Civil Service Commission, stated that in order to bring Government 
employees’ salaries up to the 1939 level, it would take an increase of 
approximately 21 percent; however, he further stated that in the 
interest of helping to fight inflation, Government employees should 
be given an average increase of only 6.9 percent. 

On June 26, 1951, Postmaster General Donaldson advised this com- 
mittee that it would take an increase of approximately 20 percent to 
bring postal employees’ salaries up to the 1939 level. 

In 1951, the postal employees were eventually given an increase of 
approximately 10.8 percent, still leaving the salaries lagging 9.2 per- 
cent in 1951, plus the additional increase of approximately 3 3.2 percent 
since 1951, making a total of 12.4 percent that we are still behind. 

When the postal employee goes into the grocery store to buy a loaf 
of bread, a pound of bacon, a pound of coffee, or-any other item, the 
prices are the same to him as to higher salaried persons in Govern- 
ment or private industry. The grocer does not ask a person what type 
of salary he draws and then set his prices accordingly. 

The chart on page 6, Schedules and Statistical Cc omparisons as pre- 
sented by the Post “Office Department, shows that postal salaries were 
continually behind the cost of living from 1940 until 1951; in most 
instances, considerably behind, except for a brief period in 1946 and 
again in 1950. The chart also shows that in 1951 postal employees’ 
salaries were slightly above the cost-of-living index for the first time 
since 1939. While the cost of living has continued to rise, the take 
home pay for postal employees has continued to drop, due to the 
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many items that are not considered in computing the cost of living 
index by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics’ representatives pointed out at the hearings last year that, in 
arriving at the amount of the increase in the cost of living, the only 
things taken into consideration were items purchased, and not services 
rendered. It is well to remember that the standards of living in 
America have changed considerably since 1939. Many items which 
were considered luxuries in 1939 are now necessities. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not asking for the luxuries of life, but we 
do believe that all postal employees are entitled to the necessities of 
life. Certainly the lower-paid employees of the postal service have 
every right to send their children to college the same as those receiv- 
ing higher salaries. On June 30, 1952, the average salary for full- 
time employees in the custodial service was $5,454 per year, and it is 
not believed that the average will be over $5,500 today. 

The Treasury-Post Office appropriations hearings for 1955, page 
379, sets forth that on July 1, 1954, there were 14,035 full-time cus- 
todial employees, 2,566 part-time employees, and 207 temporaries, for 
a grand total of 16,608. Of the 14,035 full-time employees 11.055 
were receiving $3,570 or less, 1,525 were receiving from $3,670 to 
33,999, 1,216 were receiving from $4,017 to $4,987, 185 were receiving 
from $5,070 to $5,975, 45 were receiving from $6,070 to $6,970, 6 were 
receiving $7,070, and three were receiving 57,170 per annum. ‘The 
average salary of the part-time employee is $2,379 or less. You can 
see from these { figures that the average custodial employee is not re- 
ceiving a salary worth bragging about today. 

The custodial service is not composed entirely of custodial laborers, 
there are many other positions such as, fireman-laborer, elevator op- 
erator, guard, skilled helper (which includes helpers for all skilled 
trades), telephone operator, custodial clerk, general mechanic, assist- 
ant engineman, skilled mechanic (including elevator mechanic, cabi- 
netmaker, carpenter, canceling machine mechanic, conveyor mechanic, 
machinist, plumber, steamfitter, electrician, etc.), and the necessary 
supervisory positions for the operation and administration of the 
custodial service. The custodial service is a very nen int part of 
the postal service; in addition to the cleaning of the buildings, they 
do the mechanical work necessary to keep the mails moving. With 
the continued mechanization of the postal service, the custodial serv- 
ice is becoming even more important. I might add, that with all 
of the new mechanical equipment that has been added during the past 
few years, practically no additional mechanical employees have been 
authorized ; the work has been absorbed by the prese m operating force. 

It should be pointed out that every position in the Custodial Service 
requires previous experience be fore a person can qui ality for appoint- 
ment. The employees in the skilled trades are re ae d to have served 
in apprenticeship of 4 years, or to have served as a helper for 4 years, 
vefore qualifying. Experience is not a requisite for some positions in 

he postal service. I would also like to point out that many positions 
n the custodial service are set aside for veterans only by the Veterans’ 
Preference Act of 1944. 

The Post Office Department is operating approximately 3,200 
Government-owned buildings throughout the United States, its Terri- 
tories, and possessions. The large majority of these buildings are me- 
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dium or small type buildings without any mechanical force. In most 
instances, it is the custodial laborer and fireman laborer who are re- 
quired to do the minor repairs to the building and its equipment. 
These employees must be qualified to do all types of minor repairs, in- 
cluding carpenter work, electrical work, plumbing, cleaning, oiling and 
adjusting the canceling machine, and making the necessary repairs to 
the heating system. 

The employees of the Custodial Service are in need of immediate 
financial relief so that they can provide their families with the necessi- 
ties of life, as well as try to put a few dollars away for the education of 
their children and the inevitable rainy day. 

We are not asking for a handout, all that we want is what we are 
justly entitled to as American citizens, a just living wage. Since 1939 
our wages have constantly lagged behind the increase in the cost of 
living. All that we are asking is that we be brought up to date. We 
feel that the only way for this to be accomplished is for Congress to 
give us an increase of not less than 10 percent, which would still leave 
us a little behind as set forth earlier in my testimony. 

At this time I would like to place our association on record as whole- 
heartedly endorsing 8S. 1, introduced by Senator Johnston for himself 
and 20 other Senators, providing an increase of 10 percent or $400, 
whichever is greater, with hourly employees receiving an increase of 
20 cents per hours. §S. 1 will come nearer to meeting the needs of the 
average postal employee by granting him an increase of $400, while 
granting a larger increase to postal employees in the higher pay grades. 

Also before this committee is S. 773, introduced by Senator Carlson 
for himself and six other Senators, which sets forth the Administra- 
tion’s five percent salary increase and reclassification or job evaluation 
for the postal field service. 

Departmental officials have testified before this committee that they 
started work on the proposals set forth in 8. 773, even before the ad- 
journment of the 83d Congress, and that they reached their final 
decisions on the proposal after 60 conferences with employee repre- 
sentatives. It was also stated that the position descriptions were sent 
to the field where they were discussed with the employee, his super- 
visor, and the postmaster, and then reviewed here in Washington with 
the employee representative concerned. 

We appreciated the opportunities to discuss the features of H. R. 
2987 with Assistant Postmasters General Eugene J. Lyons, Norman 
R. Adams, and Ormonde A. Kieb, and their staff. Representatives of 
our association met with some of the above officials, or their staff, on 
four different occasions, discussing the position descriptions and gen- 
eral features of the bill, but we were not given a copy of the wording 
until after the bill had been introduced. Even though work was 
started on the provisions of S. 773 before adjournment of the 83d 
Congress, the first meeting we attended on this matter was on or about 
December 14, at which time the general intent was discussed with 
us as well as general provisions of position descriptions. 

Also present at this meeting were the representatives of two other 
employee groups. Representatives of our association met with de- 
partmental officials on December 22, discussing job descriptions and 
salary schedules as they applied to our group. On December 29, we 
met with departmental officials along with other employee groups, at 
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which time the general provisions of the proposal were explained to 
us. Many of the features were objected to by our group and others 
in attendance, and in a few instances changes were agreed to. The 
above meetings were at the request of Assistant Postmaster General 
Lyons. We requested another meeting which was held on December 
30, in which we went into greater detail on custodial service position 
descriptions, salaries, and the many custodial service positions omitted 
from the proposal, including supervisory positions. The only part 
of the proposal shown to us was the position descriptions and salary 
levels of four custodial positions, and at no time did we see or review 
the wording of the general provisions of the bill. 

One employee group has stated that they had a copy of the bill 
at least 10 days before it was introduced. This association did not 
recelve or see a copy of the bill until after it was introduced in the 
House on January 25 by Chairman Murray and Congressman Rees. 

On January 24, we received, by departmental messenger, Post Office 
News Release No. 15, setting forth that the Postmaster General had 
proposed legislation to Congress to provide $129 million a year in pay 
raises for Postal Field Service employees. H. R. 2987 and H. R. 3017 
= introduced in the House the next day, January 25, and about 

: 30 p. m. on the 25th we received a copy of the bill from the Depart- 
am by departmental messenger. This was our first look at the bill 
as a whole, which was at least 10 days after it had been given to 
some employee groups. 

Why was it not furnished to all employee groups at the same time? 

Our associations is opposed to the Department’s proposal for nu- 
merous reasons which will be set forth in our presentation. 

These objections are in addition to the fact that the proposal does 
not include enough money. The 5 percent proposed in the bill, plus 
the proposed adjustment averaging 114 percent, for an average in- 
crease of 614 percent, is wholly inadequ: ite. The increase should not be 
less than 10 percent, with a minimum of not less than $400. The top 
step for employees i in the lower salary levels is increased by $200, $210, 
5300, $340, $420 and $520, while some of the top steps in salary leve Is 
5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 are increased by $940, $970, $985, $1020, $1162, and 
$1385. All of these positions are in the first 9 salary levels, which pro- 
vide for automatic advancement through all 7 steps of the salary level. 

In salary levels 10 and above it is even more generous. A tour 
superintnedent in level 11 would receive an immediate increase of 
$1,110, after 3 vears this would be $1,570, and for superior service 
it could amount to $2,430 in 3 more years. An assistant postmaster 
in level 13 would receive an immediate increase of $1,660, after 3 
years this would be $2,440, and for superior service it could be $3,200 
3 years later. 

An assistant postmaster in level 15 would receive an immediate 
increase of $2,350, after 3 years it would be $3,120, and for superior 
service it could be $4,080 3 years later. 

A general superintendent, PTS, in level 17, would receive an im- 
mediate increase of $2,970, after 3 vears it would be $3,950, and for 
superior service it could be $4,970 3 years later. 

The immediate increases of $1,110, $1,660, $2,350, $2,970 for em- 
ployees in the higher levels makes us look like pikers for asking for 
an increase of $400 for the employees in the lower levels. 
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The $200 for custodial laborer and the $210 for top grade clerk o1 
carrier are certainly less than generous, both moneywise, and _per- 
centagewise, when compared to the higher level employees receiving 
increases ranging from 5 to 15 times as much immediately, and 
eventually receiving increases ranging from 12 to 25 times as much. 
We are not opposed to any postal ‘employee receiving a living wage, 
a wage in comparison with their duties and responsibilities, but we 
cannot understand any proposal which gives the majority of the em- 
ployees $200 or $210, and gives other increases which are larger than 
the salaries which some of the employees are receiving today. We 
hope and pray that this committee in its wisdom will treat the little 

man in the postal service fairly and adequately. 

In their statements before this committee, the Postmaster General! 
and his staff have set forth that their proposal would place over 90 
percent of the employees in definite salary levels, leaving less than 
10 percent for them to assign to the proper salary level, based upon 
duties and responsibilities ‘of their positions as compared with the 
positions set forth in the proposal. This may be true in some groups, 
but is far from true in the custodial service. The Treasury-Post Of- 
fice appropriations hearing for 1955 sets forth that there were 16,60> 
custodial service positions as of July 1, 1954. 

In the booklet Schedules and Statistical Comparisons, which the 
Department furnished the committee, it is set forth that 3,302 custo- 
dial employees will be placed in level 1, level 2 will have 1,166 custo 
dial employees, level 3 will have 650 custodial employees, and leve! 
10 will have 7 custodial supervisory positions; all are covered by 
the 4 job descriptions for custodial service positions listed among the 
50 job descriptions in the proposal. The positions covered by these 
4 job descriptions are occupied by 5,125 employees, leaving a balance 
of 11,481 custodial service employees to be assigned to their appro- 
priate salary level by the Department. 

Instead of being the 90-10 ratio as mentioned by the Department, 
it is 30.8 percent in the proposal, with 69.2 percent to be assigned 
by the Department. 

In the custodial service there are 15,870 nonsupervisory employees 
and 727 supervisory employees, making a total of 16,606 employees. 
Of the 15,879 nonsupervisory employees, 3 position descriptions 
cover only 5,118 employees, leaving 10,761 employees to be assigned. 

Of the 727 supervisory employees in the custodial service, only 7 7 
employees occupy the position, for which a job description was in- 
cluded 1 in the proposal, leaving 720 custodial supervisors to be assigned 
by the Department. We used ever y means at our disposal to wet de- 
partmental officials to include more custodial service position descrip- 
tions in the proposal, but our suggestions were not accepted, even 
though we put them in writing. 

Some of the larger groups of employees which we believe should be 
included in the proposal are 3,200 fireman-laborers and 1,453 skilled 
helpers and skilled tradesmen. We also suggested the use of other 
supervisory positions which would be more representative of the 
custodial supervisors, positions having more employees. There are 
only 27 building superintendents in the custodial service, and only 7 
in the particular salary level described. We have no objection to the 
use of the building superintendent in the proposal, but we feel that 
superintending engineer with 250 employees, engineer with 120 em- 
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ployees, and foreman of laborers with 147 employees would have 
be en well worth considering and inc luding in the proposal. In these 

} positions you will find 517 of the 727 cus stodi: al supervisors, or 71 
pe reent of this group. We know that there are positions, both. super 

visory and nonsupervisory, with a small ictal of employees that 
it would not be feasible to include in a proposal such as the Depart 
ment is making, but we cannot agree to any such proposal when only 
30.8 percent of our employees are included, with the remaining 69.2 
percent to be assigned administratively. 

Mr. Chairman, we also have other objections to the proposal. At 
the time of our discussion of position descriptions with departmental 
officials, we were of the opinion that the position of janitor, salary 
level 1, would include a large majority of the employees doing laborer 
work under the general title of custodial laborer, 5,999 in number: 
however, the Schedules and Statistical C omparisons furnished by the 
Department have only 3,302 employees in this group. At this time 
of the discussion of the janitor position description we objected to 
certain duties of a higher lever which were included, and we now find 
that they are deleted from the position description, but we find “ocea 
sionally, may perform duties of a higher level” has been added 

In the smaller offices the custodial laborers are presently called upon 
to do many jobs that are above their salary level. We never = 
to this when it is truly an emergency, but we do object to their 
assigned to duties of a higher level when | no emergency exists 

Position (2) elevator operator—level 2, page 7, lines 15 and 16. 
sets forth duties of both a higher and eat level, and reads as follows: 


be ing 


(b) Tends the heating plant or performs cleaning duties in the vicinity of the 
elevator. 

Not only does this position description specifically set forth duties 
of a higher and lower level, it also carries the nullifying clause calling 
for the employee to— 
perform other related duties of the same or lower level as assigned 


; occasionally, 
may perform duties of a higher level. 


The third custodial service position set forth—guard, level 3, page 
10—also sets forth other duties of the same level, in our opinion, and 
duties of a lower level. Page 11, line 10, reads as follows: 

Tends the heating plant of the building 
and line 12 reads as follows: 

Does incidental cleaning and laboring work. 


In addition to containing duties which in our opinion are of the same 
level, and duties of a lower level, we also find starting on line 13 the 
nullifying clause: 

As the needs of the service require, may perform other related duties of the 


same or lower level as assigned; occasionally, may perform duties of a higher 
level. 


In addition to placing duties of a lower level in the position descrip- 
tion, they feel that they must also have in it an all-inclusive clause 
allowing work in both higher and lower levels. 

I am not an attor ney, but I do feel that some wording can be worked 
out which will not specifically call for lower level work which could 
lead to the downgrading of the employee, and which would allow work 
of a higher grade during an emergency. 
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The fourth and last position description set forth for the custodial 
service is found on page 46. This is the position of building super- 
intendent, level 10, which covers only 7 custodial supervisory em- 
ployees. 

During our discussion with departmental officials it was very difficult 
to get any information on the supervisory employees. After consider- 
able discussion, we were told of their work on this particular position. 

We were allowed to see the position description at the Department 
for just a few minutes, but were not given a copy for study. 

We now find that the position description for building superinten- 
dent, level 10, contains certain requirements which are not presently 
required of building superintendents in this category. On page 47, 
lines 7 and 8, read as follows: 

Inspects mechanical equipment to determine repair needs and adherence to 
standards of preventive maintenance— 
which, if enacted into law, would require the building superintendent 
to also be a chief engineer. 

Buildings of the size included in this position description are 20 
million cubic feet or larger in content and have a building superinten- 
dent and chief engineer. I would like to place in the record at this 
— a short position description covering this position as prepared 

y the Department in 1952. 

Superintendent of Building.—Under general supervision, to be responsible for 
the activities of the custodial force engaged in the heating, cleaning, guarding, 
and maintenance of a public building of moderate size, and leased and rented 
grounds and walks, including administrative supervision of the chief engineer 
in charge of heating plant and mechanical equipment; to requisition, issue, and 
account for supplies; to keep necessary records and accounts, make reports, and 
perform related work as required. 

You will note from the above position description that the chief 
engineer is in charge of the heating plant and mechanical equipment 
in the building, under the general supervision of the building super- 
intendent. 

The Department proposes to place this building superintendent 
position in level 10. We are opposed to the placing of this position 
in level 10 with a salary range of $5,800 to $7,000 with a middle or 
fourth step of $6,400 beyond which he cannot advance except for 
superior service. By placing this position in level 10, the Depart- 
ment is downgrading it. 

If the only custodial supervisory position proposed by the Depart- 
ment is downgraded, what can we expect for the other 720 supervisors 
other than downgrading of their positions, too? 

This position of building superintendent presently pays $6,770 per 
annum, and to this amount add the 5 percent which the Department 
recommends and you have a salary of $7,109, which is $109 above the 
top step of level 10, which is $7,000. The present occupant of this 
position would be frozen in the salary $109 above the top step of 
level 10, but when a new building superintendent was appointed, he 
would definitely receive a lower salary, thereby downgrading the 
position. 

We fully realize that the Department sets forth the salary of this 
position as $5,970-$6,270, key position 29, page 2, “Schedules and 
statistical comparisons,” but we would like to point out that last year 
the Department listed this same position in Philadelphia, Pa., as 
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paying $6,770 in a letter addressed to the Hon. Edward H. Rees, 
chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, under date of 
April 13, 1954, and signed by Eugene J. Lyons, Assistant Postmaster 
General, which is found on page 745 of the printed House hearings. 

The position and salary are specifically set forth on page 754 of 
the House hearings. In further verifying the salary of this position, 
I would like to refer to page 64 of the blue book, entitled “Salary 
Study and Proposed Pay Adjustment Plan, Post Office Department 
Field Services” by George Fry & Associates, Inc., who made the 
survey and study of the Post Office Department in 1953. 

The last item on page 64 is chief engineer, Philadelphia Post Office, 
with a present salary of $6,770. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


CHART 1 


Post OrriceE DEPARTMENT, 
ASSISTANT POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
BUREAU OF PERSONNEL, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 13, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp H. Regs, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with the request of the House Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee, we are submitting herewith a listing of 
present and proposed pay ranges for positions in the postal field service. This 
list shows for each of the jobs analyzed in our study of the postal field service 
the starting pay and the maximum pay under present law and under H. R, S648. 

It may be of interest to note that while the bill provides higher earnings for 
329 of the 440 different job titles shown, this actually means a raise in possible 
earnings for over 420,000 of the 436,000 employees who would be covered by 
the plan. Of these, about 257,000 employees would receive an immediate adjust- 
ment increase of $100 or more. There are, in addition, a total of 65,472 fourth- 
class postmasters and rural carriers who would be covered by H. R. 8648 but 
whose pay would not be changed from the present basis. 

We are also submitting a summary exhibit showing the effect of the proposed 
pay plan on the jobs in which are found the largest numbers of employees, 
including carriers, clerks in first- and second-class offices, and mail handlers. 

We hope that this analysis will be useful to you. 

Sincerely, 
EUGENE J. LYONS, 
Assistant Postmaster General. 
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Mr. Messer. Mr. Chairman, the proposal submitted to this com- 
mittee by the Post Office Department last year set forth where 27 
custodial supervisory positions would be placed. The proposal last 
year downgraded the entrance salary of 22 positions, 5 positions had 
higher entrance rates, 18 had lower middle or 4th steps, and 9 had 
higher middle steps. 

Last year’s proposal definitely downgraded 18 of the 27 custodial 
supervisory positions listed and from the proposal this year, which 
lists only one custodial supervisory position, which is downgraded, it 
appears that we can expect the same downgrading tactics for most 
of the custodial supervisory positions. 

The employees of the mail equipment shops in Washington are 
completely omitted under the position descriptions. It would appear 
that at least one position description for the employees of the mail 
equipment shops should be included in the proposal. 

Section 404(a), page 88, provides that employees completing the 
requirement for step promotion before the 6 months’ adjustment 
shall be given the $100 increase, but it appears that section 405, page 
89, would nullify a portion of this increase by applying it to the $200 
minimum increase. The employee would have served 12 months for 
this $100 step increase and is certainly entitled to it, and should not 
have it included in the overall $200 increase and adjustment which 
section 405 purports to guarantee. 

Section 501, page 90, provides that within-step promotions shall 
be at the beginning of the pay period following 52 weeks of satis- 
factory service; however, section 503, page 92, would require the 
starting of a new period of 52 weeks on the date of adjustment, which 
is 6 months after the date of enactment. This provision would cause 
many employees to loose promotional credit that they have worked 
for many months. 

In some cases, it will be 3 months, 6 months, or 9 months of service 
that will be lost for promotional purposes. We are of the opinion 
that provisions similar to those previously used in postal legislation 
should and could be used very advantageously. 

Section 502, page 92, provides that all employees, except temporary 
rural carriers, shall be eligible for step increases, but section 603, 
page 96, states that temporary employees hired for 1 year or less 
shall be paid at the entrance step of the level. 

Temporary employees can advance through step promotions today 
and section 603 would change this. For a number of years, temporary 
custodial employees could not advance as other temporary postal em- 
ployees did. Special legislation was enacted to allow advancement 
of temporary custodial employees. If a temporary employee serves 
for 1 year, and is then immediately reappointed for another year with 
no break in service, he would still receive the entrance step of the 
level. This association cannot agree to any such proposal. 

Section 504, page 92, establishes 3 longevity steps of $100 each after 
the completion of 13, 18, and 25 years of service. 

Subsection (c) sets forth certain creditable service; however, in 
reading it over, we fail to find any mention of the employees in the 
mail equipment shops in Washington, D.C. This is one of the groups 
for which special legislation was enacted in 1950 in order to give them 
full longevity credit. If the longevity provisions are to be a part 
of this proposal all employees should be included. 
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Section 601, page 95, provides for the appointment of employees 
from other Government agencies at a salary which is less than one full 
step above the highest basic salary which the employee received from 
the United States. We are happy to note that the Department has 
stated that this would be limited to district and regional officers. We 
have been concerned about the appointment of employees from other 
agencies for some time. In several instances, postmasters have at 
tempted to bring in custodial supervisors from other agencies while 
they had qualified employees on the rolls in the custodial service for 
promotion to the positions. If this section js limited to district and 
regional offices, it should help our cause considerably. 

Section 604 (a), page 96, is supposed to be the “protective” clause 
to prevent downgrading. 

This section provides that no employee's salary shall be reduced so 
long as such employee occupies the same position or a position of the 
same level as the position which he was occupying immediately prior 
to the effective date. It appears that this section will be of little value 
when many of the position descriptions contain definite wording allow- 
ing the assigning of duties of a lower level without limitation, which 
could lead to downgrading. 

We are definitely afraid of downgrading, and rightfully se, as some 
of our former members have had a sad experience with downgrading. 

On April 16, 1954, the Postmaster General in order 55604 authorized 
the decentralization of the Division of Supplies located here in Wash- 
ington, D.C. On July 23, 1954, the employees were given letters noti- 
fying them of the decentralization and the proposed downgrading, and 
in some instances, transfers to other cities, or they would be separated. 

We would like to offer as evidence a notification of Personnel Action, 
Form PO 50, setting forth the effect of this downgrading on one em 
ployee. 

In the interest of protecting the employee involved, we have had his 
name deleted from the form. You will note that the employee was a 
requisition filler, grade 5, $4,170 per annum, Bureau of Facilities, Di- 
vision of Supplies (Field), Washington, D.C. He was appointed to 
the Washington, D. C., Supply Center, Post Office Department, in 
grade GS-3, $3,430 per annum, a reduction of $740 in pay, and the 
employee continued to do the same work he was doing before his down- 
grading, and in the same city and building. 

I might add that this particular employee was originally appointed 
on March 1, 1926. This downgrading with a loss of $740 per year was 
his reward after 28 years of faithful service.. Other employees in the 
Division of Supplies were treated in a like manner. 

Section 605, page 97, “Dual employment” supposedly allows a con- 
tinuance of the present laws. 

However, during the reading of the United States Code before this 
committee the other day, it was made rather clear that the Postmaster 
General had authority to assign emiployees dually to a higher or lower 
position for 30 days without a change in pay. 

In most instances dual employment is considered to be employment 
in another position after the employee has completed work in his own 
position, and not assignment to a higher position during his regular 
tour of duty. If an employee is assigned to a higher position in a dual 
capacity, he should certainly receive the salary rate of the higher 
position. 
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Many custodial employees have been dually employed during the 
Christmas rush period, and they have been paid at the mail-handler 
rate for such dual employment. 

Section 701, page 97, establishes 26 pay periods for postal employees. 
This is something that postal employees have desired for many years. 

Section 701, in addition to establishing the 26 pay periods, would 
establish a new method of computing pay, which would require greater 
deductions for leave-without-pay than are now made. At the present 
time postal pay is computed on the basis of 360 days and it is proposed 
to compute it on 260 days. Our 1954 national convention approved a 
resolution for 26 pay periods computed on same basis of 360 days, 
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therefore, we shall have to oppose the change in the method of comput 
ing the pay. 

Section 703, page 99, provides the formula for granting compensa 
tory time for Saturday and Sunday work, and also provides that 
overtime may be paid when compensatory time cannot be granted. 

In our opinion the payment of overtime for Saturday and Sunday 
work in months other than December could and would lead to fa- 
voritism. Overtime should be paid to all employees for Saturday and 
Sunday work, or compensatory time should be granted to all employees. 

We also have a 1954 convention mandate opposing the payment of 
overtime for Saturday and Sunday work in months other than Decem- 
ber. 

Section 703 also provides for the payment of double time for holi- 
day work if compensatory time cannot be granted within the next 
30 days. We feel that double time should be paid for all holiday work 
and that compensatory time should not be required. We have a 1954 
convention mandate for the payment of double time for holiday work, 
therefore, our association is in favor of this provision, provided the 
premium pay is made mandatory or at the option of the employee. 

We are glad to note that the Department proposes mandatory pay 
at a premium rate for work on December 25, Christmas Day. 

Section 810, page 108, provides for the repeal of certain laws and 
all other laws or portions of laws inconsistent with this proposal. 

This is a very broad repeal power, and in our opinion, should defi- 
nitely set forth the laws or parts of laws to be repealed. 

Mr. Chairman, in summarizing our position, we are opposing the 
proposed reclassification for several reasons. (1) It does not con- 
tain sufficient salary increase for employees in lower grades, while 
giving enormous increases to employees in higher gr ades, Do not 
misunderstand us, we are not opposed to supervisors and postmasters 
getting their fair share, but it is rather peculiar that approximately 
79,455 top-grade clerks, and 55,089 top-grade letter carriers will receive 
increases of $210, and 6,000 custodial laborers will receive increases of 
$200, while at the same time others are receiving increases ranging 
from $940 to $2,970. We urgently request the committee to give favor- 
able consideration to an increase of not less than 10 per cent, with a 
minimum of $400, whieh will take care of the employees in the lower 
grades and the higher grades too. (2) We are opposed to the pro- 
posed reclassification because it does not include more of the custodial 

service positions and gives the Department the authority to assign 
68.2 percent of our employees while placing only 30.2 percent. (3) 
We are opposed to certain duties and requirements set forth in the 
position descriptions. (4) We are opposed to the downgrading of the 
one custodial supervisory position included in the position deserip- 
tions, and the requiring of this building superintendent to be a chief 
engineer, too. (5) No position description is included for the mail 
equipment shops. (6) We are opposed to employees having to start 
new periods of 52 weeks for step promotions. (7) Weare opposed to 
temporary employees being frozen in the entrance rate of their salary 
level. (8) The protective provisions are of no value when many 
position descriptions specifically require work of a lower level. (9) 
We are opposed to the change in the formula for congeng salary. 
(10) We are opposed to the | payment of overtime for Saturday and 
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Sunday work other than during the month of December. (11) Over- 
time for holiday work should be mandatory instead of at the option of 
the postmaster. (12) We are also opposed to the broad repeal author- 
ity granted in section 810. 

The proposal does have some good features, and we believe it could 
be amended to be a good proposal. It would take many amendments 
and would require give and take on both sides. 

We appreciate the opportunity given us by the Department to confer 
with them on some of the provisions of the proposal. We fully realize 
that many hours have been spent in the preparation of the proposal, 
and Department officials are to be commended for their efforts. We 
also realize that there is a need for a reclassification in the postal 
service, and particularly among certain supervisory positions; how- 
ever, we cannot approve or endorse the entire proposal in its present 
form. I am mandated by our 1954 national convention to oppose 
reclassification if it is presented in the same form as last year. In 
our opinion, the present proposal is an improvement over last year’s 
proposal, but many amendments are needed to make it acceptable. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to call to the attention of the com- 
mittee certain facts regarding the employees of General Services Ad- 
ministration who are in the crafts, protective, and custodial schedule 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. These employees have 
also suffered financial losses due to the increased cost of living, while 
salaries have not risen commensurately. 

S. 774, the administration’s proposal, is definitely inadequate. It 
is a mystery to me why the administration always computes their sal- 
ary increases for Classification Act employees on the entrance rate of 
the grade and then applies the increase to each step in the grade. They 
always show the percentage figure on the entrance rate of the grade, 
which means that all employees above the entrance rate of the grade 
would receive a smaller percentage increase than is set forth. Below, 
I am setting forth the increase for the various CPC grades and the 
percentage increase on the entrance grade as shown by the admin- 
istration. I am also setting forth the percentage increase the em- 
ployees in the top rate of the grade would receive. It makes a very 
interesting comparison. The administration’s spokesmen have stated 
that it is an average 5-percent increase. In the general schedule of 


the Classification Act this may be true, but in the CPC grades it 
certainly is not. 


Increase proposed by administration for CPC grades 


Increase over present 
entrance rate Percent in- 
crease over 
top rate 
Amount Percent 
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Last year at the time of the hearings on the fringe benefits bill, 
Chairman Young stated that the abolition of the CPC grades, with 
79,000 employees being placed under wage boards for salary purposes 
and 37,000 being placed in the GS grades for salary purposes, would 
cost approximately $36,500,000, but he comeaeeeal an increase in 
pay of only $5,500,000. The increase recommended by Mr. Young this 
year would cost approximately $13 million, which is far more than the 
increase requested last year, but if these employees are $35 million 
behind in their wages today, I can see no reason for the continued delay 
in giving them the salary to which they are justly entitled instead of 
approximately one-third of it. Administration’s spokesmen have 
stated for a number of years that the employees in the CPC grades 
would be far better off under local wage boards than under the Clas- 
sification Act. We have consistently opposed this view and requested 
the proper adjustment of their salaries; however, we have been un- 
successful in our move to have the CPC grades properly classified. 
We endorse the general provisions of S. 67, but feel that the employees 
in the lower grades are again being denied their proper salary adjust- 
ment. Employees in grades below CPC-—6 are not given a true 10- 
percent increase over their present salaries. We feel] that each salary 
step of each grade should be increased by the full 10 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1950, approximately 4,000 employees were trans- 
ferred from the Postal Service to General Services Administration 
and placed under the Classification Act of 1949 for salary purposes. 
Many of these employees were above top grade. At the time of the 
transfer the employees were promised that they would lose no benefits 
and that their salary would be fully protected after transfer to GSA. 


The protective regulations did not work out as planned, therefore 
protective legislation was enacted by Congress. Public Law 201 of the 
82d Congress granted the salary increase given at that time to this 
group of employees. We feel that this group of ert are entitled 


to any salary adjustment granted at this time. 1ey are excluded 
from S. 67 and from the administration’s proposal, S. 774. It is re- 
spectfully requested that consideration be given to amending S. 67, 
subsection (3), page 3, by deleting all of the wording of subsection 
(3) and substituting therefor the wording used in Public Law 201, 
82d Congress, granting these employees the same increase as other 
employees in their respective grades. 

roposed amendment to S. 67, page 3, subsection (3). Strike out 
subsection (3) and insert the following language: 


(3) If his rate immediately prior to the effective date of this Act was in excess 
of the maximum longevity rate of the grade, he shall be paid at a rate equal to 
the rate at which he was paid immediately prior to such date, increased by an 
amount equal to the amount of the increase made by this Act for such maximum 
longevity rate. 

(A) If he is a part-time char employee and his rate immediately prior to the 
effective date of this Act was in excess of the rate provided for his position under 
Section 603 (c) (2) of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, he shall be 
paid at a rate equal to the rate at which he was paid immediately prior to such 
effective date, increased by an amount equal to the amount of the increase made 
by this Act in the rate for like positions under such section. 


I wish to again thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 


mittee, for this opportunity to appear before you today and present 
the views of our association. 
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Much has been said about the low-paid employees in the postal 
service. For the group of employees I represent, 16,608, on June 30, 
1952, the average salary was $3.454. It is estimated that the average 
salary is now approximately 4 $3,500. 11,000 of these employees are 
receiving less than $3,570 a year. So you can see that the majority of 
these employees are tr uly in the lower salary grades. 

We would like to wholeheartedly endorse the Johnston bill, l, 
introduced by Senator Johnston for himself and 20 other Salesocs 
Also before this committee is S. 773, introduced by Senator Carlson, 
for himself and six other Senators. We have numerous objections and 
[ will just highlight those, Mr. Chairman. 

All of our employees in the lower level would receive $200. Certain 
clerks and carriers would receive $200. Some employees would re- 
ceive $300. Some would receive $400. Employees placed in levels 5, 
6, 7, 8, or 9, would receive increases ranging from $900 to $1,800 in 
the top grade, the same as these other employees would receive, $200, 
$300, or $400. Then we would get up in the grades that might be 
called the gravy of the bill, grades above 10. There is one position set 
forth in their proposal that would receive an immediate increase—and 
by immediate, I mean the 6-month period, the 5 percent plus $1,650. 

Another would receive $2,350. Another one would receive $2,930, 
within 6 months, which is greater than the salary of a lot of my 
employees today. We just cannot agree to any increase like thi ut, 
Mr. Chairman. It is slightly out of line. We believe in adequate pay 
for responsible work, but we believe this proposal is just a little out 
of line. 

Senator, I will skip over to the last page and hit the summary in 
order to accommodate you in getting away. I have here on page 12, 
12 reasons that we are opposed to the reclassification bill as offered by 
the Postmaster General. The first one is the money. I might say 
there are approximately 79,455 top grade clerks and 55,089 top gr: ade 
letter carriers that will receive increases of $210, and I have 6,000 
custodial laborers who will receive increases of $200, while some of 
these other people I have mentioned will receive increases ranging 
from $940 to $2,930. 

That is a very good comparison. We are opposed to the proposal 
because it does not include more of the custodial service positions and 
gives the Department the authority to assign 69.2 percent of our em- 
ployees, while placing only 30.8 percent. We have no idea where they 
will be placed. 

That 30 percent is 5,125 employees out of 16,608. On our supervi- 
sory positions it is even worse. They have 1 supervisory position 
listed in the proposal occupied by 7 people. Therefore, we will 
have 720 supervisors that they will assign as they see fit, while defi- 
nitely placing 7 men, and I might say this position occupied by 
7 men is downgraded. The present salary is $6,770. They pro- 
pose to place the position in the salary level 10, with a top salary of 
$7,000. The 5 percent increase, which they so generously give, will 
place this position $109 above top grade. Therefore, the present 
supervisor would be frozen, and the next man coming in, the entrance 
salary would be $5,600 instead of $6,770, as it is today. 

This compares favorably with what they proposed to do for us last 
year. Out of 27 supervisory positions last year, they downgraded 17. 
Another thing we are fearful of in this bill is the fact that the protec- 
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tive clause in the bill is of no value whatever due to the fact that the 
positions described in most instances definitely call for the assign- 
ment to lower-level work. 

I would like to refer to the second chart on the last page. It is a 
personnel action on an employee here in Washington, D. C. whom 
they have definitely downgraded during the last year. He was receiv 
ing $4,170 per annum. The ‘y transferred him from the field service 
to the Post Office Department. The ‘vy left him in the same job doing 
the same work in the same city in the same building with the same 
other employees. He was reduced from $4,170 to $3,430. That was 
his reward after 28 years of service. 

He is still doing the same work today that he was doing before 
August 31, 1954, the effective date of his downgrading. We have 
attached the personnel action form here for your record. We have 
deleted the boy’s name so that there will be no way to reveal who was 
involved. But you will see he was a disabled veteran. He had been 
in the service since March 1, 1926, and after 28 years of service he 
received a $740 cut to do the same work he had been doing. 

Under the protective clause in this bill, they could do the same 
thing to all of us. 

The CHatrman. Thank you. Thank you for that fine explanation. 

Senator Lancer. I wonder if you could not hand that name to the 
committee in confidence and not make it public because they can check 
back and get this fellow. 

Mr. Messer. Mr. Chairman, if they are interested, I will tell you 
what: You can just go over and talk to any of them you want to. 

Senator Lancer. I do not want the boy to lose his job. 

Mr. Messer. You won't know this boy when you get through but 
it is all the boys in the Supply Division in the city post office here in 
the District of Columbia. They were all affected but we just used this 
boy’s papers here as an example. But you could go over there and 
you would not know whether you were t: alking to this man or not, but 
there were about 90 of those employees affected. 

They propose in this bill a smaller salary than he received before 
he was downgraded, but a higher salary than he had received after 
he was downgraded. They are going to be very generous and give 
him a $400 increase, but still less than he was getting before being 
downgraded. 

That concludes my presentation. 

The CHarrman. Are there any questions ? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Messer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Our next witness is Mr. Frank E. Russell, president 
of the Star Route Mail Carriers Association. 

Would you identify yourself for the committee / 


STATEMENT OF FRANK E. RUSSELL, FORMER PRESIDENT OF THE 
STAR ROUTE CARRIERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Russet. My name is Frank E. Russell, and I have a short state- 
ment which I would like to read. 

Before I make this statement, there is a question in connection with 
it that I would like to ask you as chairman and before making that I 
vant to make a further statement. 
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I was particularly glad to hear Senator Langer say this morning 
that he wanted to—in fact I believe he was going to endorse the same 
increase proposed for judges and Members of Congress for these em- 
ployees, and also lesser. postal employees, and we do appreciate that, 
Senator. 

Further, I want to say, before this other statement, that personally 
and for a contract group, I am glad to see Senator Langer back on this 
committee. 

Senator Lancer. I am glad to be able to work with Senator Johns- 
ton. We always get along. 

Mr. Russevt. And we are glad to see you. 

There is a little change in the setup here and I am saying this in view 
of that particular matter, because I have for the last 15 years been 
appearing before the committee with the various members, some of 
them still here and some new ones, of course. 

But I might say in view of what I have said about Senator Langer, 
40 years ago I was an inspector up ii North Dakota and at that time 
Senator Langer was fighting for the little fellow up there and he is still 
fighting for the little fellow 

Senator Lancer. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Russet. I just want to tell you some of them do not forget. 

Mr. Chairman, I have first about half a minute preface to my state- 
ment which I want to submit to you. 

What I need to place in the record this morning is that when I was 
advised I could appear before your committee on January 28 I pre- 
pared a short statement. 

At that time I was president of the Star Route Carriers Association. 
Effective February 1 I resigned as president, and as an‘officer or em- 
ployee of the association. 

Therefore, I am here this morning as an individual. I have a star 
route contract and I am interested in the welfare of all United States 
mail contractors. 

I am sure the contract group should be considered by this committee 
in connection with consideration of a pay increase for postal employees, 
and the statement I prepared so states. 

The executive manager of the association, Mr. P. T. Patterson, is 
here and if it is out of order for me to present the case of the contrac- 
tors, I ask that Mr. Patterson be heard as their official representative. 

Senator Lancer. Is he here? 

Mr. Russetu. Yes. 

Senator Lancer. You are Mr. Patterson? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. 

Mr. Russeti. And now may I read my statement ? 

My statement is made as of January 28. 

The CuatrMan. How long will it take? 

Mr. Russett. Five minutes. 

The CuatrmMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Russetu. I believe there are some questions, if the committee 
had this information, that they would want to ask and I believe that 
there is something further than the pay increase matter here that this 
committee should consider in relation to the present setup in the con- 
tract group. The last witness said that some of them were being 
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downgraded, they were losing their present pay, they were being re 
duced. That is in the contract group also and I have attached to this 
some samples of letters, some copies of letters here which would prove 
that very thing is happening. I am not going to read those but the) 
are attached to the statement. 

The CHatrMan. Those will be incorporated in the record. 

Mr. Russeii. Thank you. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERVIC! 
OFFICE OF DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT, 
Terarkana, Tez., August 25, 1954. 
Subject : Mail Service: Star Route—Oklahoma #523300, Valliant to Ringold 
Mr. Davin W. THOMAS, 
Contractor Star Route 53300, 
Valliant, Okla. 

DeaR Mr. THOMAS. With the thought in mind that possibly your present rate 
of pay per annum at $2,775, or .19996 cents per mile, was probably excessive, a 
recent survey made in your locality disclosed that this is probably correct since 
we were able to receive bids for this service as follows : $2,360, $2,400, and $2,490 

In view of the above, ict will be appreciated if you will advise at the earliest 
date practicable, using the self-addressed penalty envelope for your convenience 
in replying, what proposition you have to offer in order to insure the continuance 
of your contract into the next term, commencing July 1, 1955 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) H. W. NEWBOLD, 
Disrict Superintendent. 


KERMIT, TEX., October 7, 1954 
Mr. FRANK E. RUSSELL, 


President, National Star Route Mail Carriers Association, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. RUSSELL: Mr. Donald B. Horn, district superintendent, El Paso, Tex., 
came to the Kermit, Tex., post office some 6 weeks ago. 

Mr. Horn said I was getting excessive pay for my mail route and I would 
either have to carry it for less or he would have to put my route up for bid next 
year. This route pays 20% cents per mile. I have had 14 years with the Postal 
Department. I always put in 3 hours per day—sometimes more. This would 
amount to at least $6 per day for salary, leaving approximately 5% cents per 
mile for my car. This price will not take care of the depreciation alone—much 
less the upkeep. 

Mr. Horn said that I did not need such good equipment, and if I was expecting 
Public Law 669 to be any good to me for having my route renewed, it would not 
be because he was going to recommend the route be put up for bid on account 
of excessive pay, and that is the only reason he has to give to the Post Office De- 
partment to have my route put up for bid—that he had been given those instruc- 
tions by the Department and had to carry them out. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Mrs. Esste W. Trerce. 


POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, 
OFFICE OF DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT, 
Terarkana, Tez., July 26, 1954. 
Subject: Mail service: Star Route—Arkansas—+#47444 Winthrop to Cerrogordo 
(Oklahoma ) 
Mrs. MARTHA LANG 
Contractor Star Route 47444, 
Winthrop, Ark. 

Deak Mrs. LANG: At the time I made inspection of your route on the 24th, I 
made some investigation at Winthrop as to what the performance of service by 
your route could be obtained at under the new contract term. 
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In this investigation I was able to obtain two proposals at the rate of $1,800 
per annum and one at $2,000 per annum. Your present contract price is at the 
rate of $2,680 per annum, or at the rate of .27120 per niile. 

In connection with the information shown next above, I ant wondering whether 
you would desire to submit any proposal looking toward a downward revision 
of your annual rate for the new contract term. 

Please advise by return mail, using the enclosed self-addressed penalty en- 
velope for your convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) H. W. NEWBOLD, 
District Superintendent. 


WINTHROP, ARK., July 29, 1954. 
Mr. FRANK E. RUSSELL, 
Washington, D. C. 

DearR Mr. Russeti_: You will find enclosed Mr. Newbold’s letter of July 26, 
1954, who is the district superintendent. 

Mr. Newbold came in on the train and lost no time in contacting people about 
making proposals on the routes before he had gone over the routes. 

Mr. Newbold did ask me if I was interested in keeping the route and I said I 
was. He then said I would have to take a big cut in pay. I said I had heard 
the Department was trying to start bidding on the route and did not see how I 
could take less pay. Mr. Newbold did not tell me of finding anything out of 
order other than the pay rate. He told Mr. Lambet, the postmaster, I had a 
peach of a job and would have to cut the pay rate, that I was getting more than 
anyone he had seen. 

I would like to continue with the route but just cannot see how I can take 
less pay. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) MARTHA LANG, 
Star Route 47444. 


PosTAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, 
OFFICE OF DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT, 
Duluth 1, Minn., October 27, 1954. 
Subject: Star Route 411389—Talmoon Rural Station to New Liberty Town Hall 
Corner (no) Readvertisement of 
Mr. Davip M. Bowne, 
Bigfork, Minn. 


My Dear Sir: Referring to your letter dated October 25, 1954, in regard to the 
renewal of your contract for service on Star Route 41139, Talmoon to New 
Liberty Town Hall Corner (n 0), Minnesota. This office is well aware of condi- 
tions on your route, and is of the opinion that the present cost of service is not 
too high, but in view of information received that service can be obtained for 
less, we have no alternative but to recommend that the route be readvertised. 

Please advice promptly whether you are willing to accept a reduction in the 
anfount of annual compensation for service on Star Route 41139, and if so indi- 
cate the amount on the agreement forwarded to you with our letter of October 
22, 1954. 

Very truly yours, 
(Signed) Artruur W. AHLQUIST, 
District Superintendent. 


HARTSHORNE, OKLA., November 5, 1954. 
Re Route 532 39, section 3, Hartshorne, Okla. 
Mr. FRANK E. RUSSELL, 
Editor, Office of Publication, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Srr: The inspector in transportation, Mr. Wm. Halbert, checked my 
route on his recent inspection tour. I now receive $172.50 per month. However, 
he cut my pay for contract renewal in the amount of $22.50 per month. It is 
to be observed that I have a total of 152 boxes which I now serve on my route. 
In addition I also serve three post offices and Jones Male Academy. The acad- 
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emy alone administers to approximately 124 boys. In view of the above it is 
obvious I handle a fairly large load of mail. 

Mr. Halbert figured my route down to 20 cents per mile. If there is any way 
possible I would like to keep this route at $172.50 per month as it now stands. I 
am extremely desirous of vour advice in this naatter. 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) CHARLES W. PHILLIPs. 


— 


PosTaL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, 
OFFICE OF DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT, 


San Antonio, Tex. September 14, 1954. 
Mr. J. M. Gage, Jr., 


Star Route Contractor, San Saba, Tez. 

DEAR Mr. GAGE: With reference to conversation September 10 concerning 
vour Route No. 50487, San Saba-Bend, I am now writing you in order that you 
ean advise this office, in writing, as to amount of reduction you would be willing 
to take in your anual rate so as to have your contract extended for another 4 
year period. 

In order to assist you in preparing the right kind of form to be used in this 
type of notice to the Department, I have prepared a form and have left blank 
the amount and you can insert ip ink the amount of reduction you will be willing 
to take. 

After receiving this from you, if it is found that your reduction will bring 
your annual rate down to that figure which might be comparable to a figure 
obtained should your route be readvertised, I will then recommend to the 
Department that your contract be extended for a 4-year period effective July 
1, 1955. In the event it is found that your annual rate would continue to be 
considered too high, you will also be notified. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) G. O. Mreapows, 
District Superintendent. 
SAN SaBaA, TEX. 
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT, 
Postal Transportation Service, San Antonio, Ter. 

Dear Str: This is to inform you that I am agreeable to taking a reduction 
in pay in the amount of $ — per annum, to be effective June 1, 1955, making 
my new pay $———— per annum, provided consideration is given to renewal of 
contract at the new rate for the next contract term. 

My route number is 50437, San Saba to Bend, Tex. 

Very truly yours, 


STATEMENT OF FRANK E. RUSSELL, PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL 
STAR ROUTE MAIL CARRIERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Russeti. I am Frank E. Russell, president of the National 
Star Route Mail Carriers Association. This association is composed 
of star route, screen panel, board contractors, and mail messengers, 
all of which are engaged in the handling and transportation of the 
United States mails. I want to make a statement with reference to 
the postal pay raise being considered by this committee. This state- 
ment will have three facets. 

I believe, however, that before setting forth the three facets of 
this statement, a short preface is in order to clarify the position of 
the contractors as mentioned above in relation to the salaried postal 
worker. 

The most pronounced difference between the contractor group and 
the salaried postal worker is that, as their name implies, the con- 
tractor group is under contract to the Department while the postal 
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worker is a direct employee of the Department. It is because of this 
difference that we respectfully call your attention to facet number 
two of this statement. 

It is also because of this difference that we ask that a pay 
raise be arranged based on facet No. 1, with Public Law 669 for star 
route, screen panel, and board contractors, and Public Law 763 for 
mail messengers to be the mediums of carrying out the pay raise. 

I will now list the three facets, which are: 

1. At the national convention of this association in August 1954, a 
representative of the Post Office Department stated that under the 
Department’s interpretation of Public Law 669, passed by Cengress 
in 1948, it could not help in obtaining a pay raise for contractors, Pub- 
lic Law 669 provides for adjustment in pay for changed conditions. 
It is our contention, and we think it is obvious, that the postal em- 
ployee’s pay raise is based on changed conditions and therefore, using 
the same reasons, the contractors are entitled to a pay raise. Changed 
conditions which affect the employee affect the contractor even more. 

2. It is to be realized that regardless of whether a man is transport- 
ing mail by foot, rural route, boat, passenger car, tractor-trailer, jeep, 
horse, or snowmobile, all of which some contractors use, he is per- 
forming the same job—transporting the same commodity—United 
States mail. The one main difference is that the contractor must, out 
of his pay check, maintain his equipment and pay his operating ex- 
penses to satisfactorily fulfill his contract and transport the mail. 

The administration is taking the position, and we, by no means feel 
it is not justified, that the postal employee is due a pay raise. How- 
ever, at the same time, the same administration through the Postmas- 
ter General is offering a pay raise to the postal worker, the same Post- 
master General is making the statement that the price for carrying 
the mail by contract carrier is too high and, therefore, the pay rate of 
the contract carrier must be cut. Consequently, the already very low 
pay of the contractor is arbitrarily cut by the Department. 

Pay reduction of the contractors involved becomes largely a matter 
of the opinion of the various field officials who happen to be in charge 
and they do not all have the same viewpoint. We are thus faced with 
various field officials setting the contract price, as the general attitude 
in such cases is: We will pay so much—Take it, or leave it. Such pay 
cuts are not based on any particular percentage formula, but are made 
regardless of what the present pay rate is, or what size equipment is 
necessary on the basis that the present pay is considered to be too high. 
In this connection it must be remembered that practically all contract 
pay is considerably below the level of employee pay for comparable 
service. ; 

3. The Postmaster General, through his own news releases, states 
that the rural route carrier is doing a very good job at a reasonable 
rate of pay. This reasonable rate is, by the Postmaster General’s own 
figure, approximately 35 cents per mile as an average. The star route 
contractor's average 1s approximately 17 cents per mile. Is this equal- 
ity in transporting the mails? It would seem the Postmaster General 
feels the discrepancy in pay rates is a great factor in transporting the 
mail as evidenced by the increase in rural service added to the con- 
tracts of star route contractors. We do not intend, in any way, to 


weaken the position of the rural route carriers in this pay raise hearing. 
We want the Congress to know the score. 
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Based on the above three facets, we ask that a pay raise comparable 
to that granted the salaried postal employee be granted the contractor 
group, and that an appropriate amendment for that purpose be made 
a part of S. 1. 

Further, we believe that consideration should be given to replacing 
the reductions that have been forced on various Contractors to enable 
them to renew their contracts. 

I want to thank you sincerely for allowing me to present these facts 
to the committee and for your consideration. 

The CHatrmMan. We are pleased that you could appear before us 
today. 

Mr. Russetu. And these, Senators, are just a few of a very many that 
we have. I want to say this: In justice to the Post Office Depart- 
ment and the present attempt to cut the pay in many of these cases 
of the contractor, that some of these, while the district superintendent, 
the field official, required that the contractor take a cut in pay in order 
to get a renewal of his contract. After taking the matter up here, the 
Department officials here reversed the action of the field official and 
they were renewed at the present price. But some of them have not. 
There are some that the Department could possibly say, “Well, we have 
renewed some of these cases at the present value.” They did so because 
we were able to intervene and show the officials that the cut was not 
justified that the field official had demanded. 

Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Russell has made a very fine 
statement here. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Senator Lancer. Showing the classes between the rural carrier and 
the star route carrier. 

Mr. Russe.y. The situation is just this, gentlemen. I realize that 
there is quite a difference in the minds of the public, we will say, be 
tween the employee and the contractor, but the real fact of the matter 
is that the contractor is doing the very same job as an employee and 
he is hired as an employee. It is a matter of the method of their 
employment. There is no difference in the work. 

Senator Lancer. Will you prepare an amendment and submit it 
to Mr. Brawley, on S. 1, covering this matter ? 

The CHarrmMan. Would you please submit your amendments for 
the consideration of the committees ? 

Mr. Russewx. I would be happy to do the best I can. I might say, 
Public Law 669, which I think is one of the finest laws that served 
the purpose, which Congress ever enacted, and it worked perfectly for 
the last 5 years, provides for a pay adjustment. But it is up to the 
discretion of the Postmaster General 

Senator Lancer. Of course, when we passed that, we did not figure 
he would grade you down. We figured he would raise you and not 
lower you. 

Mr. Russevi. And also, when that bill was passed, the report that 
accompanied it in the House stated that the pay adjustments which 
the Postmaster General was authorized to make was to cover changed 
conditions and in that report it stated that also included the cost of 
living. These exclude the cost of living. Now, the only reason you 
can get an increase in pay is because you have to put on a bigger truck. 
591495516 
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The cost of living is not considered. Well, the cost of living—it costs 
the contractor just the same to eat as it does anyone else. 

Senator Lancer. Does Mr. Patterson wish to make a statement, too / 

Could you give your address for the record ¢ 

Mr. PArrerson. My name is Preston D. Patterson. My address is 
5205 Sagamore Road, here in Washington. 


Senator Lancer. Do you agree fully with the statement made by 
Mr. Russell # 


Mr. Parrerson. I do. 

The CHairMan. I believe that is all the witnesses we have today. 

We will probably have to have one more hearing. A statement 
from Mr. William Walrad, president of the New York State branch 
of the United National Association of Post Office Clerks, will be in- 
corporated in the statement of Mr. Klein. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM WALRAD 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is William Walrad, 
and I am president of the New York State branch of the United National Asso- 
ciation of Post Office Clerks, representing scme 10,000 postal clerks in the State 
of New York. 

The membership of New York State, as well as I personally, commend the 
committee for calling these early hearings on this all-important matter of salary 
increase, embodied in 8. 1. 

There is no question but that during the past 2 years, from the cost of living 
and soaring prices necessary to meet the cost of everyday living, the postal em- 
ployees have suffered greatly. 

A vast majority of our membership have had to work at two jobs in order to 
meet expenses. Where this has been impractical, the wife and mother has had 
to leave her home and take outside employment, to the detriment of her children. 

We, as an association, have maintained a policy of approaching Members of 
the House and Senate for the sole purpose of securing legislation that is both 
reasonable and just, having in mind the interests of the postal service as well as 
the welfare of the employees who are a part of that great service. 

An adjustment in salary is vitally necessary at this time, and essential at the 
earliest possible date. At this particular time there is some doubt in the minds 
of Members of Congress as to what percentage of an increase would be just and 
equitable, and if it should be a flat increase to everyone. I believe the members 
of this committee, who have always endeavored to be fair with postal employees, 
will agree that at the present time every employee should be given the same 
amount of increase and raise their standard of living to present-day needs. A 
flat increase of 10 percent would be a most welcome and needed solution to the 
needs of all postal employees. 

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you, and sincerely 
hope that this committee will take the suggestions and changes recommended by 
the various craft organizations and give them every consideration, and that early 
action will be forthcoming by the committee. 


The Crarrman. The statement of Andrew T. Walker, president of 
Branch 1 of the United National Association of Post Office Clerks, will 
be laid in with Mr. Klein’s statement. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW T. WALKER, BRANCH 1, UNITED NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF Post OFFICE CLERKS 


Gentlemen, my name is Andrew T. Walker, president of Branch 1 of the United 
National Association of Post Office Clerks, an organization composed of over 
8,300 New York postal clerks. 

This committee in the 83d Congress heard in great detail the crying need for 


an immediate postal pay raise. As you know the measure fell short when Presi- 
dent Eisenhower vetoed it. 
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Conditions in New York City have grown alarmingly worse. The percentage 
of postal clerks working part time and postal wives competing in the open iabor 
market has sharply increased. 

I simply want to state at this time that at least a 10 percent pay increase is 
long overdue and that it be enacted entirely free of any tie-in legislation such as 
postage rates or reclassification of postal positions. 

However, I do urge that in the matter of job reclassification Congress, in keep 
ing with long-standing precedent, maintain its perogative of fixing salaries. This 
right if delegated to a member of the executive branch of the Government would 
in time come to decrease the measure of security and safeguard now enjoyed by 
the Nation’s governmental employees. 


The Cuairman. A statement from the National Alliance of Postal 
Employees will be laid in. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF POSTAL EMPLOYEES, 
Washington, D. C., January 28, 1955. 
Senator Johnston, Chairman, and Members of the Senate Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee. 

GENTLEMEN: I wish to submit a written statement in support of legislation 
to authorize pay increases for postal workers. I respectfully request that my 
statement be included in the published hearings of the committee. My name 
is James B. Cobb. I am president of the National Alliance of Postal Employees. 
This organization is composed of employees throughout the classified field service 
of the Post Office Department and consists of between 18,000 and 20,000 employees 
organized into 110 branches throughout 36 States. 

We are supporting Senate bill No. 1 because it is the nearest approach to what 
we feel is an equitable salary adjustment. 

In 1939 the average factory worker earned $23.86 per week or $1,140.72 per 


year (Monthly Labor Review, January 1955, vol. 78, p. 55); the beginning 


postal employee earned $1,700 per year. In October 1954, the same factory 
worker earned $72.20 per -week or $3,755.44 per year; the beginning postal 


employee earned $3,270 per year. As you see the factory worker realized a 300 
percent increase over his investment whereas the postal employee realized less 
than 100 percent increase. 

In 1939 the average beginning postal employee earned $1,700 per year which 
meant that within a short period he could afford a downpayment on a home, 
occasional recreation, schooling for his little ones and many other things which 
we of the alliance feel are absolute part of the American standard which is set 
by the intensive production and vigorous selling of American commodities by 
American industry. 

Today with a basic salary of $3,270 the postal employee has earned an increase 
of less than 100 percent over his 1939 level while his brother in private industry 
enjoyed an increase of 300 percent, thereby narrowing the gap between the two 
employees. This lessening difference means driving a taxicab afterhours to 
secure a second-hand car or odd jobs to supplement the real income. 
have the dramatic effort of your American worker 
struggling to achieve an equitable standard of living. 

Luxuries of a few years ago are the necessities of today. The roof over our 
heads, the shirt to protect our bodies, and a piece of dry bread are not enough 
to maintain the incentive for what we know is necessary and possible. We 
would remind you that the American living standard is not static. To demand 
of a postal employee that he accept now the same as he accepted 20 years ago 
is to advocate retrogression at worst; stagnation at best. 
neither of these choices is acceptable. 

Specifically, the telephone with an extension has today become a necessity. 
It serves the purpose of a time and labor saver. Indeed, a car is not today a 
luxury. You only need to notice the Saturday marketing effort as a dramatic 
portrayal of this fact. We cannot be indifferent to the ownership of a television 
or radio set. You can see that these implements of American culture are not the 
luxury today which they were in 1939. Besides meeting the material, physical, 
and cultural needs of the worker, they pay the wages and profits of the producers. 

At the present level of postal employee income, 100 pereent of salary goes to 
meet the minimum subsistence which provides for the barest physical existence 
without additional aid. 


Here we 
your Government worker— 


We are sure that 
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My objective in presenting this statement is the attainment of equitable income 
for the postal employee. Just as it is true that a fair return be made to the 
investor as an inducement to invest, so is it true that the postal employee must 
have the return of satisfaction on investment of his labor. He cannot be sepa- 
rated in terms of hopes, incentives, and achievements from the other segments 
of our economy. The businessman enduring a similar experience would no 
longer find further investment profitable. 

Therefore, we endorse Senate bill No 1 as a step toward the objective of 
equitable salary adjustment for the postal employee. 

Respectfully submitted. 


JAMES B. Coss, National President. 
CHARLES R. Braxton, Research Director. 
The Cuarrman. The statement by Representative John J. Dempsey, 
of New Mexico, will be laid in. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE JOHN J. DEMPSEY, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
NEW Mexico 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, when a high administrative official 
of the United States Government comes to the Congress asking for delegation 
of broad authority to reclassify thousands of Federal workers, make whatever 
adjustments he sees fit in their compensation and otherwise exercise virtually 
dictatorial control over their destinies, he should come with clean administrative 
hands. It is manifestly our obligation in the Congress to be certain, beyond any 
reasonable doubt, that he will not abuse that authority for personal or political 
reasons. We must have assurance, too, that the security of those thousands of 
employees and of their families, will not be in danger of impairment and that 
their contractural rights under our civil-service laws and regulations will not 
be abrogated. 

Your committee has under consideration legislation which would give the Post- 
master General of the United States such absolute authority that he could, were 
he so minded for any reason whatsoever, virtually circumvent and throw a poli- 
tical monkeywrench into our long-established and highly regarded civil-service 
machinery. Because of that danger I feel it incumbent upon me to bring to your 
attention what I believe to be a case wherein the Postmaster General not only 
has shown complete disregard for the intent of the Congress and for the law, but 
has subjected disabled veterans to long-continued injustice, thereby brazenly 
flouting the Veterans’ Preference Act. This case has brought repeated and vehe- 
ment protests by officials of veterans’ organizations for nearly a year, but with- 
out avail. 

The postmaster at Portales, N. Mex., retired on April 30, 1953. An acting post- 
master was named and an open competitive examination was called with the 
closing date set for August 11. On December 18, 1953, a register of three eligibies, 
all with 10 percent disabled veterans’ preference, was sent by the Civil Service 
Commission to the Post Office Department. After a delay of 6 months, during 
which the Postmaster General made no appointment, the examination was re- 
opened on June 16, 1954, at the request, according to Civil Service records, of 
6 applicants who claimed to be disabled veterans. Three of them took the re- 
opened test. Three others failed to prove eligibility as disabled veterans. Two 
of the fhree who took the test were held ineligible for lack of required experience. 
The other, who had not taken the first examination, flunked the reopened test. 

On October 5, 1954, the identical register of eligibles that had been sent to the 
Post Office Department on December 18, 1953, was sent again by the Civil Service 
Commission. Again no appointment was made by the Postmaster General, al- 
though all of the eligibles were disabled veterans, with passing marks of 87.5 
up to 97.25 percent and further notwithstanding the requirement of law that 
there be no delay in postmaster appointment. 

On January 24, 1955, nearly 4 months after the second register was in the Post- 
master General’s hands and more than 13 months after he had received the iden- 
tical first register, no appointive action had been taken by him. Strangely enough, 
neither the officials in the Post Office Department nor in Civil Service would tell 
why the second long delay, although frequent requests were made by my office 
for an explanation. The answer came, however, in the form of a telegram from 
the man who had flunked the first reopened test, requesting a second reopening, 
so the register of eligibles were sent back to Civil Service on January 26, 1955. 
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It is now nearly 2 years since the vacancy occurred ; 3 disabled veterans, who 
took the examination in good faith and made excellent marks have been given 
a pushing around that is reprehensible and ill-deserved. I have been advised 
by sources which I deem entirely responsible and truthful that the Republican 
county chairman at Portales importuned the six men who asked the first re- 
opening to do so and prevailed on the man who flunked the first reopened test 
to make this belated request for a second reopening. This man is a merchant 
in Portales. His partisan affiliation lends further substance to the charge made 
by veterans’ organizations that political patronage considerations transcend 
the law or the rights of these disabled veterans in the mind of the Postmaster 
General. 

I am forced to the reluctant conclusion that such a man must not be given 
broader authority than he now has. In fact it would seem more fitting that 
the Congress should take steps to prevent him from further disregard of the 
mandate given under existing law. 

Nor can the Postmaster General plead ignorance of the injustice being done 
these disabled veterans at Portales. Nearly a month ago I discussed the case 
with him. He said he would conduct further inquiry into it and advise me. To 
date I have not heard from him. Officials of the Civil Service Commission have 
freely confessed they did not like “this aggravated case of delay.” They pointed 
out, however, that they could not force the Postmaster General to act. 

Despite the Postmaster General’s too vehement protestations that political 
considerations do not enter into appointments to jobs, I have good reason to dis 
believe him. Most certainly the veterans do not agree with his statement made 
before the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee that there is less 
polities in the postal service than at any time in history. The political conniving 
that has delayed the appoinment of a postmaster at Portales is clearly shown 
in letters in my files. It has not been denied by officials in either the Post 
Office Department or the Civil Service Commission. Even a superficial in- 
vestigation under congressional authority would reveal the truth of the charges 
made by the disabled veterans who are being discriminated against. I feel 
such an investigation should be made, not only in this case but in others which 
are the basis for the protests that have been made. 

When the law governing the appointment of postmasters says they shall be 
appointed without delay—it does not mean an appointment shall be held up 
for a year and a half. Congress did not intend that the veterans’ preference 
law should be a loophole for political expediency. When the record shows that 
a Government official exceeds the authority already given him by resorting 
to means that are devious, should the Congress delegate him even broader 
authority? I believe not. 


The Cuatrman. The letter and resolution adopted by the Council 
of the City of Wyandotte, Mich., will be laid in. 
(The letter and resolution referred to are as follows :) 


CITY OF WYANDOTTE, MICH. 
February 2, 1955. 
THE HONORABLE THE CLERK OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sir: I enclose copy of resolution adopted by the council of the city of 
Wyandotte in regular session on February 1, 1955, requesting of the Congress 
earnest and favorable consideration of proposals for increasing compensation 
of postal workers, that salaries of these workers may be brought in line with 
salaries paid by business and other governmental units for compar: able positions. 

Very truly yours, 


Forp W AGAR, City Clerk. 
RESOLUTION 


WYANDOTTE, Micu., February 1, 1955. 

Resolution by Councilman William R. Copeland : 

Resolwed by the city council of the city of Wyandotte, That this council re- 
spectfully requests that the Congress of the United States give earnest and favor- 
able consideration to proposals for increasing the compensation of postal workers. 
We believe we voice the sentiments of all fairminded citizens in urging that 
action be taken which will bring the salaries of postal workers in line with those 
paid by business and other governmental units for positions of a comparable 
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nature. Resolved further that the clerk is hereby directed to transmit copies of 
this resolution to the President of the United States, Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
Senators Potter and McNamara, Congressman Lesinski, Clerk of the House of 
Representatives and the Clerk of the United States Senate. 

I move the adoption of the foregoing resolution. 


Councilman WILLIAM R. CoPpELAND. 
Supported by : 


Councilman MCEFACHRAN. 
Yeas: Councilmen Copeland, Groat, Kelly, McEachran, Mayor Kreger. 
Nays: None, 


The CnHarrMan. The committee is adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 12:55 p. m., the committee adjourned. ) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON Post Orricre AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
Washington. LD). ¢ ‘ 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 2 p. m., in room 135, Senate 
Office Building, Senator Olin D. Johnston (the chairman), presiding. 

Present: Senators Johnston (the chairman), Seott, Langer, C 
and Martin. 

Also present: Mr. H. W. Brawley, executive director, and R. W. 
Johnson. 

The CnatrmMan. The committee will come to order. We are here 
to receive testimony on proposals to increase the salaries of classified 
Federal employees. 

The first witness is Mr. James A. Campbell, president of the Ameri 
can Federation of Government Employees. 


ase, 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


The Cuarrman, Identify yourself for the record, please. 

Mr. Camepsett. Mr. Chairman, for the record my name is James 
A. Campbell. Iam president of the American Federation of Govern 
ment Employees, an organization made up of classified employees 
in the various agencies of the Federal Government. 

The Cuatrman. Now, if you want to condense this in fewer words 
you have a right to do so and we can place your statement in the 
record. 

Mr. Campsery. I will be very glad to condense it, Senator, and I 
request the statement be made a part of the record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


The organization I represent and of which I have the honor to be its national 
president is the American Federation of Government Employees. The member 
ship is composed entirely of employees in the Federal civil service and the 
service of the government of the District of Columbia. The great majority of 
these members are in positions subject to the Classification Act. 

Thus I am appearing before this committee today in behalf of a large group 
of Federal and District employees who are vitally interested in the bills which 
have been introduced to provide higher rates of pay. I am deeply appreciative 
of the opportunity the committee has afforded for presenting the view of the 
AFGE on this important legislation. It will be our effort to present as suc- 
cintly as possible to the committee the arguments which we believe cogently 
demonstrate the need for raising the salary rates currently provided for Classi- 
fication Act employees. 

The AFGE is actively supporting the bill introduced by the chairman of this 
committee, Senator Olin D. Johnston, as providing the very minimum adjust- 
ment of pay rates that should be made at this time. We deeply appreciate the 
interest of Senator Johnston and the 20 other Senators who joined with 
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him in introducing S. 67. It should be noted that this bill goes further than the 
administration proposal in recognizing the real need for a salary adjustment 
at the earliest possible date. That there is full justification for the increase pro- 
vided by S. 67 is amply substantiated by the statistical evidence included in this 
testinJony. 

Included in the membership I represent is a sizable group of employees in 
the custodial service of the Post Office Department. The administration's pro- 
posal to revise postal salaries on the basis of a reclassification procedure has 
only recently been introduced. 

Inasmuch as we have not completed our examination of that proposal and 
of other pending legislation introduced for the purpose of raising salaries, I 
would appreciate the opportunity of submitting a supplemental statement on 
postal salary legislation. 

In the statement I am prepared to submit to the committee at this session of 
your hearings, I wish to indicate the economic reasons we have developed in 
our national office for the position we are taking on this important matter. 
These reasons may be summarized somewhat as follows: 

1. Material changes have taken place in the real wage value of the current 
salary rates of the positions subject to the classification act, that is, the value 
of those rates in purchasing power measured in terms of pre-World War II 
dollar or as of July 1951, the date of the last pay increase. It is our position 
that the advance in living costs, measured by the Consumer Price Index of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, provides some of the basis for raising current salary 
rates. The statement to this committee will indicate the extent of this change 
and the impact of higher living costs on employees’ income. 

2. The American Federation of Government Employees statement will show 
also the extent to which the rates in some of the Classification Act grades have 
failed to keep up with advancing price increases. This is a phase of the ques- 
tion often overlooked. Federal employees have been subjected to a considerable 
loss because of the continual lag between the pay raises in the past and the up- 
ward trend in prices. This item will be discussed as a supplemental argument 
for a raise and not in relation to any specific percentage or aggregate amount 
by which salaries may be increased to offset this loss. 

3. The statement will indicate, as another important phase of this matter, 
the claim Federal employees rightfully have to a share in the benefits of the 
advancing rate of productivity of the economy as a whole. 

4. Salaries for many Federal jobs do not compare favorably with the rates 
of pay in private industry. This is true particularly of wage rates for the so- 
called blue-collar jobs, but also of white-collar positions for which comparative 
data are available. 

The rising price level began in the period immediately prior to the start of 
World War II in September 1939, and continued without interruption through- 
out the postwar period. It is this continued price rise, with its depreciating im- 
pact on fixed salaries, which has created the critical situation in which Federal 
employees subject to the classification act have been placed since the beginning 
of the war period. 

The cost-of-living argument is only one of those which may be validly consid- 
ered as offering a reason for increasing classified salaries. However, it affords 
the basic explanation of the extent to which Federal employees have lost purchas- 
ing power, and supplies an approximate measure of the amount of an increase 
they need to put them where they were in real dollars when World War II began. 
Some emphasis should be placed upon the fact that consideration of the cost 
of living alone does no more than place employees where they were 15 years 
ago. There should be some opportunity for some improvement in their standard 
of living. This aspect will be given further comment at a later point. 

Now as to consumer prices: Attention must be given to this aspect of the prob- 
lem from two different standpoints. The Consumer Price Index has risen 3.2 
percent from June 1951 (immediately before the last pay increase) to December 
1954. The price index has retreated slightly, and if the increase is measured 
against the average price level for the calendar year 1954, the advance in price 
is nearer 4 percent. 

The price rise also may be viewed over the longer period since the start of 
World War II. From August 1939 to December 1954, the Consumer Price Index 
of the BLS had advanced 93.7 percent. If the rise is measured against the average 
for the year 1954, the increase was 94.5 percent. 

This increase over the longer period of 16 years points up the basic need for 
a pay raise. It underscores the extent to which Federal salaries have failed to 
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keep up with spiraling prices. Grades 1 and 2 of the general schedule have ap- 
proximated this increase in living costs. We contend that this does not fore- 
close even grades GS-1 and GS-2 from asserting a claim to a modest increase 
which takes into account an improvement factor to provide some gain in standard 
of living and some small compensation for the failure to maintain purchasing 
power during much of the period since the first pay raise in 1945. 

As we progress toward upper grade levels, the lag behind the figure needed 
to restore 1939 buying power becomes markedly greater. It would be necessary 
to add 13.6 percent to the current annual rate of $3,410 to restore the current 
salary to its value in terms of the 1939 dollar. The additional increments for 
grades up to 13 are shown below: 


Increase needed to restore 1939 purchasing power 


Rate needed Percent 

to maintain needed to 

1939 buying | attain 1939 
power ke vel 


Grade Rate in 1939 Current rat 


$2, 950 $3, 138 
3 410 3, 874 
4, 205 5, 036 
5, 060 6, 198 
5, 940 7, 361 
5, 360 10, 847 


It has been shown that the salary rates of employees subject to the Classifica 
tion Act have lost buying power steadily since 1939, and that the loss has never 
been really compensated. This loss has continued to increase since July 1, 1951, 
when the last pay increase became effective for the majority of these employees 
It has also been shown there was an accumulated loss in the real value or pur- 
chasing power of classified salaries due to the delay in granting increases be 
ginning July 1, 1945. 

The loss of purchasing power by Federal employees does not tell the whole 
story. It does not provide us with the final standard by which current classified 
salary rates may be judged to determine the amount to which federal employees 
are entitled. There is yet another economic factor which may properly be taken 
into consideration. That further basis on which Federal employees May press 
their claim to a pay raise is productivity. 

It can be shown that Federal employees are entitled to a share in the benefits 
accruing to the entire economy as a result of the continuing upward trend in 
recent years of the Nation’s productivity. Federal employees should rightfully 
share in those benefits because they have been and still are making a very real 
and a very direct contribution to this increase in the national product. 

Before presenting the evidence for the entitlement of Federal employees to a 
share in this continuing upward trend in productivity, it seems desirable first 
to state the percentage increase to which we believe Federal employees are 
entitled at this time based principally on these factors. 

1. The continuing deterioration of Federal employee salaries from the stand- 
point of purchasing power measured in terms of the price index. 

2. The contribution Federal employees have made to the increase in national 
productivity. 

3. The accumulated loss in the real-wage or purchasing value of Federal 
employee salaries because of the lag which occurred between each increase in 
classified salaries and a further marked rise in the national price level. 

It has already been indicated that prices have risen 3.2 percent from June 1, 
1951, the month immediately prior to the effective date of the last pay raise, 
to December 1954. However, the increase is nearer 4 percent, if measured from 
June 1951, to the average price level during the calendar year 1954. 

The next factor for which our statistical evidence will be submitted is pro- 
ductivity. In its analysis of the potential growth of the United States during 
the next decade, the staff of the Congressional Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report based its forecast on the assumption that output per man-hour, or pro- 
ductivity of labor, in private nonagricultural industries will increase at a rate 
of 2.5 percent a year. If applied to the period from 1951 to 1955. this rate of 
increase in productivity is 10 percent. 
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While this average annual rate of 2.5 percent is above the average increase 
of 2 percent from 1910 to 1953, it is below the average rate in recent years. In 
its study of potential growth, the Joint Committee staff presented an interesting 
compilation of real product per man-hour from 1910 to 1953. For the postwar 
period from 1947 on, the average annual increase in these data showing labor 
productivity was 3.7 percent. 

The United States Department of Commerce, in its study, Markets After 
the Defense Expansion, stated the total increase productivity from 1951 to 
1955 as 10 percent. 

Then, to combine our factors, we have the following statistical evidence on 
which to base our argument : 

The increase in prices from June 1951 to the average level in 1954 was 3.6 
percent. The increase in productivity is approximately 10 percent on the basis 
of the computations of the Joint Committee staff and the Department of Com- 
merce, If we allow for an added percentage to provide some small compensa- 
tion for accumulated loss, occasioned by the lag of raises behind rising prices, 
we are still well within the evidence to state that Federal employees at present 
can Claim the right to a 15 percent increase in salary. 

There is still the loss which Federal employees have suffered from the re- 
peated lag of pay raise legislation behind the continuing rise of prices. When 
the raise came, it failed to restore salary rates to their earlier buying power. 
Meanwhile, during the interval the employees were awaiting the adjustment of 
their salaries they were sustaining an increasingly larger loss in the value of 
their salaries in real dollars. 

This loss has been estimated in our national office for the period from July 
1, 1945, the date of the first pay raise of the World War II period, to December 
31, 1954. The estimates of loss are substantial. The following figures for 
several representative grades will illustrate the trend: 
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I would like now to submit our substantiation of our use of the upward trend 
in productivity in our national economy as an argument for a pay raise for 
Federal employees. 

As employed by the economist, productivity is a statistical concept indicating 
the relationship between the amount of productive resources used in produc- 
tion and the rate of output. It is one of the traditional standards of wage 
determination. 

The productivity of the national economy largely determines the volume of 
output of goods and service for the purpose of satisfying present wants and 
for providing for additional production in the future. It is a measure of the 
efficiency of the economy, and when its trend is upward it is an indication of 
improvement in that efficiency. As far back as 1925, an AFL convention de- 
clared that real wages must be advanced “in proportion to man’s increasing 
power of production.” 

As used to support an argument for wage or salary adjustments, reference 
is to the productivity of the total economy, not to the rate of output of a par- 
ticular industry or enterprise. Thus it becomes peculiarly adapted for use in 
connection with Government salaries. In 1949, the Steel Board, considering 
productivity as a factor in wage determination, expressed the belief that “wage 
rates in a particular industry should not be tied directly to the productivity in 
that industry but rather should be related to the general industrial rise in 
productivity.” 

So far as Government employees are concerned, productivity is involved in a 
twofold manner: first, from the standpoint of sustaining consumer demand for 
the products of industry and, secondly, for the contribution employees make to 
industrial advancement. 

Total Government employment—Federal, State, and local—is an important 
factor in sustaining consumer demand for the numerous products of industry. 
This sector of the labor force comprises nearly one-sixth of total employment. 
The buying power of a group as large as the total number of all Government em- 
ployees is as important as that of any other portion of our population equal in 
size. 
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In addition to their role as consumers, employees of the Federal Government 
make an even greater contribution to the increased efficiency of industry in the 
services they afford the commercial world and the scientific and technological 
improvement they have initiated. Tremendous advancement in radio and radat 
resulted from the work of Government scientists during World War IL in Gover! 
ment laboratories or with Government technicians working in laboratories and 
workshops of industry. That advance has continued since the war ended 

The whole field of atomic science has been unfolded by the work of Government 
scientists in Government-directed projects. Automation as a means of pushing 
technological progress to unforeseen heights has received material contributions 
from the personnel of the Federal Government 

These are the most apparent and dramatic contributions in recent years. How- 
ever, Virtually the whole body of Federal employees is working in the interest of 
industry and of the total economy. <A few of the more important ways in which 
they assist industry will illustrate this point. 

The activity of the Patent Office offers one of the important avenues to indus- 
trial progress. In fiscal year 1952, more than 60,000 patent applications were 
filed. In the last fiscal year 1954, the number had increased to more than 75,000 
It is unnecessary to refer to the numberless devices of Edison, Bell, and the thou 
sands of other inventors who have literally built the foundation for huge in 
dustries. Without our patent system, an orderly development of new industrial 
ideas would be impossible. 

Industry could not function without the means of communication provided by 
the Post Office Department. The whole science of marketing the products of in 
dustry would likewise not be possible without the invaluable statistical data 
developed in the decennial census, censuses of manufacture, and varied other 
information provided by the Department of Commerce. The mining and power 
industries could scarcely function on a modern scale without the aid of such 
agencies as the Bureau of Mines, Bureau of Reclamation, Federal Power Commis 
sion, and Geological Survey. In fact, protection and development of our national 
resources are greatly dependent on the activities of the Interior Department. 

It requires no proof to show the dependence of the entire agricultural industry 
of the Nation on the Department of Agriculture, which not only constantly offers 
the benefit of its research but provides standards and protection for food prod 
ucts; in this latter function it is joined by the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. It can generally be agreed that the national economy could not 
exist, much less prosper, if the military agencies of the Department of Defense did 
not provide the armed protection guaranteeing national safety. 

The income of clerical and professional employees outside Government serv- 
ice has shown appreciable advance during the last 15 years. This is shown 
hy the New York Federal Reserve Bank Index of Average Weekly Earnings 
of Clerical and Professional Employees. The index rose from 100 in August 
1939 to 225 in November 1954, the latest figure available. ‘This was an increase 
of 125 percent. In other words, earnings as measured by this indicator have 
substantially more than doubled. It should be noted that the rise has been 
well over 25 percent above the increases in the price level as measured by the 
Consumer Price Index. The increase only from July 1951 was nearly 14 percent. 

The New York Federal Reserve Bank Composite Index of Wages and Salaries, 
which includes all groups, shows an even larger advance than that shown by 
the figures for clerical and professional salaries alone. The composite index 
rose from 100 in August 1939, to 260 last November. This represents an increase 
vf 160 percent. For the 3%4-year period from July 1951, the increase was nearly 
16 percent. 

These different indicators of the changes which have come about in the 
various sectors of the national economy and in the economy as a whole serve 
to substantiate the claim of Federal employees to a reasonable increase in their 
salaries. The Government may not be expected to match the upper ranges of 
the pay rates afforded by private industry, but it can in all justice be expected 
to provide equitable rates of pay to compensate the employees who are rendering 
essential and varied services to industry and to the Nation. 

Included in the membership of the American Federation of Government Em- 
ployees is a group who are employed by the Post Office Department to maintain 
the public buildings under its jurisdiction. It is in their interest that the fol- 
lowing statement is submitted to point out some of the important reasons why 
their rates of pay should be increased. 
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The statement will include comment on that part of the bill, H. R. 2987, which 
contains the classification plan developed in the Post Office Department, and 
will include comparison of post-office pay rates with those in private industry. 
This statement also will indicate the type of pay adjustment which the AFGE 
favors. 

In the bill which sets forth the plan of the Department the grade level is indi- 
eated for certain custodial positions as follows: Janitor, level 1; elevator 
operator, level 2; guard and garageman, level 3; and automotive mechanic, level 
5. It has been further indicated the laborer position will be at levels 1 and 2. 

There is one basic criticism which may be made of the underlying classifica- 
tion procedure embodied in H. R. 2987. Grade levels are established in relation 
to specific positions and not described in themselves. This procedure is at vari- 
ance with that in the Classification Act of 1949 which applies to the majority of 
Federal employees paid on an annual basis. In that law, each grade level is 
defined in general terms, and duties and degree of responsibility characteristic 
of it are indicated independently of specific positions which may be allocated to 
that grade. 

There seems to be some question whether grade levels for a variety of positions 
can be adequately defined only in terms of the duties of specific positions. I offer 
this comment as but one reason why the classification scheme in the bill should 
be given careful consideration. As I stated to this committee a year ago, any 
attempt to establish a classification system for the Post Office Department would 
seem to be of sufficient importance to be devised by a special congressional com- 
mittee or subcommittees of the Post Office and Civil Service Committees of each 
House, or by a Commission appointed by the Congress. That was the manner 
in which the existing classification system was established for the 1 million 
employees whose annual rates of pay are established pursuant to Federal law. 
That classification system was established only after the matter was thcroughily 
studied for an entire year by a joint congressional committee. 

In my opinion it is an error to make a joint project of the installation of a 
classification system and a pay raise. The establishment of a classification plan 
should not be made the vehicle of a pay raise. Salary increases are long overdue, 
and they should be approved without delay. 

The bill which the American Federation of Government Employees favors is 
H. R. 1592 sponsored by Representative Morrison of Louisiana, a ranking member 
of the House committee. Bills providing an increase on similar terms have been 
introduced by Representatives Rhodes, Lesinski, Moss, Barrett, Magnuson, 
Griffiths, Broyhill, Dingell, and Machrowicz. These bills have the primary object 
of raising pay and are not coupled with an attempt to establish a complex clas- 
sification system. As nearly as can be ascertained, the raises which are provided 
in these bills are more liberal than those provided by the Department’s plan. 

Available wage data have been analyzed for comparable positions both in 
private industry and in the Government service itself. This analysis indicated 
that a more liberal raise than has been proposed can be substantiated by the wage 
data collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. 

In our national office, we have examined occupational wage surveys of BLS 
to determine trends in the pay employees are receiving in comparable positions 
in private industry. These surveys provide data on average hourly earnings in 
many important labor-market areas in different sections of the United States. 
Four positions were selected for purposes of comparing pay data. These posi- 
tions were guard, fireman (stationary boiler), helper (skilled trades), and 
electrician (maintenance). 

Analysis was made also of earnings figures for several representative cities to 
determine the increase which employees received since 1951, when postal service 
employees were given their last raise. 

Large increases have taken place since 1951, according to BLS statistics. 
Average earnings of a guard in Cleveland had advanced 46 cents an hour, or 34 
percent within a 3-year period. In the Minneapolis-St. Paul area, earnings were 
33 cents more, the equivalent of a 23-percent increase. Thirty-five cents an hour 
had been added in San Francisco. This was equal to 27 percent. In Philadelphia, 
one of the areas showing moderate gains, there was a 21-percent increase. 

The greatest advance in Buffalo was in the pay of a fireman (stationary boiler). 
Average earnings of $1.84 an hour represented an increase of pay for this job 
of 44 percent over 1951. Higher rates were indicated in Minneapolis-St. Paul 
and Cleveland where they averaged $1.93 and $1.94 an hour, respectively, or 14 
and 15 percent over 1951. Within the 4-year period 1950-54, the increase in the 
earnings of a fireman in San Francisco averaged 22 percent. 
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Higher pay rates were also indicated for helpers to trades in maintenance 
work. The increase in average earnings being 15 percent in Cleveland, 18 per- 
cent in Philadelphia, 19 percent in Denver, and 20 percent in Minneapolis-St. Paul, 
and 34 percent in Buffalo. 

It was also indicated that skilled mechanics were better paid in private em 
ployment. The maintenance electrician in the 3-year period 1951-54 averaged 
17 percent more in Denver and Philadelphia, 18 percent in Cleveland, 20 percent 
in Minneapolis-St. Paul, and 30 percent in Buffalo. 

Comparison was made also with outside rates paid by large concerns for un- 
skilled jobs. Northern subsidiaries of United States Steel Corp. pay $1.57 an 
hour, or an annual equivalent of $3,265, for common labor. This is an increase 
of 151 percent over the 1939 rate. The same rate, which is also a minimum plant 
rate in both instances, is paid by the Tennessee Coal, Iron & Railroad Co., a 
southern subsidiary. The Bethlehem Atlantic Shipyards pay $1.61 an hour, or an 
equivalent of $3,349 a year for class 1 laborer. The Pacific Coast Shipbuilding 
Co. pays its production laborers $1.92 an hour both on repair and new construc- 
tion work. 

Industrial rates were compared with current salaries of the four positions in 
the Post Office Department already considered. They were found to be equiva- 
lent of a middle rate of pay for postal employees and the average earnings of 
the industrial workers. The middle rate for guard and helper is $1.62. The 
guard’s average earnings in Buffalo and Cleveland was $1.83; in Detroit, $1.86 
more than a year ago; and in Minneapolis-St. Paul $1.75. The helper’s earnings 
average slightly more in the 4 cities mentioned, ranging from $1.85 in Minne- 
apolis-St. Paul to $1.94 in Detroit. In Philadelphia, not a high-rate city, the 
figure was $1.82. 

Average industrial earnings for maintenance electricians were appreciably 
higher than the $1.88 for the skilled mechanic in the postal service. They 
ranged from $2.14 in Denver to $2.40 in Detroit. The figure for Philadelphia 
was $2.28 and for Atlanta, $2.18. 

The industrial earnings figures quoted are average which of course means that 
many employees in each city are receiving substantially higher rates. Further- 
more, they are citywide averages. They are exceeded usually by the average 
for manufacturing and in some instances by average earnings in such specific 
industries in these areas as public utilities and service industries. 

The validity of the use of large-city rates may be demonstrated by the distri- 
bution of custodial service employees. More than 50 percent of the employees 
of the entire Post Office Department are stationed in cities of 100,000 population 
or larger. The proportion of custodial employees can be assumed with some 
assurance to be even greater by reason of the fact that larger groups are em- 
ployed at the larger post offices. So far as skilled trades are concerned, relatively 
few are employed outside the large offices. 

An evident need for meeting the competition of industrial rates is indicated 
in those labor markets where high rates prevail. The Government must pay 
reasonably satisfactory rates if it is to meet this competition. Otherwise, the 
Government will continue to lose good employees to private employers. 

Government rates themselves exceed the rates paid these custodial employees. 
As compared with the range of $1.78 minimum to $2 maximum for a skilled 
post-office mechanic, the Army-Air Force Wage Board established a range from 
$2.01 to $2.33, for an electrician in the Washington, D. C., area. In Atlanta, 
the rate for the same job under the Army-Air Force jurisdiction ranged from 
$1.96 to $2.27. 

Analysis of the rates paid for comparable work performed for industrial em- 
ployers indicates the need of an increase in salaries paid maintenance employees 
of the Post Office Department. This increase should be given without delay 
and should not be made contingent upon any other consideration, be it postal 
rates or the establishment of a classification system. 

I wish to thank the chairman and the members of this committee for the op- 
portunity to present the views of the American Federation of Government Ein- 
ployees on the salary needs of custodial workers in the Post Office Department. 


The Cuarrman. Hearing no opposition it will be so included in the 
record. 

Mr. Campseti. I want to begin, Mr. Chairman, by expressing my 
appreciation for the opportunity to come here this afternoon and to 
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express the appreciation of my organization for your action in intro- 
ducing the bill for classified employ ees, and I appreciate from those 
Senators who joined with you in the introduction of S. 67. 

We believe in the 83d Congress we submitted ample justification for 
a pay raise and of course the Congress, by its action, was in agreement 
with that basic principle. The need for a pay raise, we believe, is fur- 
ther emphasized by the fact that it was not granted then, so that we 
are still awaiting some financial action by the Congress and the Presi- 
dent in regard to this matter. 

We believe that one of the basic reasons for the need for an increase 
is the continued rise in the cost of living since 1951 and because the 
successive pay raises that we have received since 1945 have not re- 
stored the purchasing power of the 1939 dollar, and that the Govern- 
ment employees have suffered a loss because of the repeated lag in the 
raises, Which kept us behind the rising prices. 

Then, too, we believe that Federal employees are entitled to share 
in the increased productivity in industry generally, because of the defi- 
nite contribution that Government makes to the advancement of 
industry. 

Then, too, the pay of clerical employees in 9 important labor mar- 
kets have indicated increases ranging from 21 to 32 percent, from 1950 
to 1954. The New York Federal Reserve Bank index of average week- 
ly earnings of clerical and professional employees advanced 14 per- 
cent from July 1951 to November 1954, and, by way of contrast, com- 
mon laborers and other unskilled wage rates were given raises in much 
greater proportion during that period so that we believe that all those 
factors combined amply justify favorable action on the part of this 
Congress. 

I believe that very briefly covers the case and I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to present it before the committee. 

The Cuairman. Weare certainly glad to have you come and present 
it to us. 

Are there any questions? 

Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman, we have a meeting of the Subcom- 
mittee in Antimonopoly of Judiciary at 2 o’clock. I promised Senator 
O’Mahoney I would be there. I will leave my proxy with Senator 
Case. There wouldn’t be any vote today. 

The Cuatrman. All right. 

Senator Lancer. I want to assure these witnesses I will read the 
testimony. I may get back before we adjourn. 

The Cxamman. We know where your heart is. 

Senator Lancer. You can’t be too sure. 

The Cuatrman. I can judge by the past. That is all. 

Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

The CHarrMan. We appreciate your appearance before us. 

Senator Scorr. I want to join in thanks to Mr. Campbell for his 
help to preserve time. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Russell Stephens. 

You may proceed. 





SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 251 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL M. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF TECHNICAL ENGINEERS, AFFILIATED WITH 
THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Sreruens. For the record, my name is Russell M. Stephens. I 
am president of the American Federation of Technical Engineers, 
affiliated with the American Federation of Labor, and its Government 
Employees Council. The organization which I represent includes in 
its membership technical engineers, architects, scientists, and the vari 
ous technical classifications in the Government service. 

The CuatrmMan. Let me say right here I am glad to see the CIO and 
A. F. of L. getting together. It isa strong organization now. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Sreruens. I, too, for the sake of brevity, Mr. Chairman, if | 
may be permitted, would like to present my brief for the record, real 
izing that the shorter statements are made, the faster the committee 

can finish the hearings and get some money into the pay envelopes 
where it is required and very sorely needed. 

The Cuairman. Nobody disagrees with you on that. 

Mr. Srernens. The organization which I represent includes mem- 
bers employed throughout the United States and Canada in the fields 
of engineering, arc shitec ture, drafting, and allied technical occupations. 
Approximately 20 percent of our membership is in the service of the 
Federal Government. 

I would like to present testimony in support of S. 67 which proposes 
to increase the basic rates of compensation for Federal employees 
covered by the Classification Act. Engineering employees are among 
those covered by the act. 

S. 67 would increase the basic compensation of classified Federal 
employees an average of approximately 10 percent. Increases through- 
out the various gr: ades would vary, starting at an 8 percent increase 
for employees in grade 1, which would increase to 11 percent at the 
grade 11 level, thereafter dropping percentagewise to an approximate 
7.7 percent increase at grade 17. 

Under the proposed legislation there would be no increase for those 
few employees employed i in grade 18, as the bill does not provide for 
the establishment of a ceiling higher than the present $14,800 level. 

While we feel very strongly that the $800 per annum across-the-board 
increase, recommended to ‘this committee during the 83d Congress, is 
equitable, and while we are fully certain that testimony given to this 
committee last year during consideration of pay raise legislation 
proved without a doubt that a minimum $800 increase was warranted 
in order to bring Federal employees’ salary in line with BLS statistics 
since the granting of the last salary increase in June 1951, we never- 
theless endorse S. 67 in order to expedite congressional action so that 
the Government employee may receive a much-needed adjustment 
within the shortest possible time. 

Representing as I do the engineering, scientific, and highly skilled 
technical personnel employed by the Federal] Government, I am lim- 
iting my testimony to argument in behalf of that group. It is a well 
known fact that the services of engineers and draftsmen are rated at 
the top of the most critical of occupations. The shortage of available 
emma with the necessary skills in the engineering field is well 
<nown to the Federal agencies employing such people. 
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In order to recruit and retain engineering personnel for the nec- 
essary Government services, the Federal Government must match the 
salaries and working conditions offered by private industry. 

If it fails to do this, only the incompetents and misfits will enter 
the Government service. The need for technical personnel is becom- 
ing more and more acute as our economy progresses, and more and 
more engineers are required per production worker as the complexity 
of our technological development increases. 

As an example, in 1890 1 engineer was sufficient to provide plans 
and instructions for each 300 American production workers. By 
1940 the ratio had become 1 engineer for each 75 production workers. 
Today, industry requires 1 engineer for each 30 to 35 production 
workers. 

In fact, in one outstanding example, the aircraft industry now de- 
mands 1 engineer for each 7 production workers. 

Engineering schools have been unable to satisfy the demand of both 
industry and Government for engineering scientific and technical 
personnel. 

Manpower experts estimate that engineering graduating classes will 
not meet the minimum national demands for many years. Between 
1943 and 1946, 22.9 percent of federally employed engineers shifted 
into more lucrative private industry jobs. In the same period, 1 per- 
cent of private industry engineers left to accept Federal jobs. <Al- 
most the same relationship resulted over a longer period. In 1939-46, 
the transfer from Federal employ into private industry engineering 
was 24.6 percent; the reverse 3.4 percent. 

Higher paying jobs in private industry unquestionably is the domi- 
nant factor prompting Federal engineers to abandon their jobs and 
seek employment in private industry. 

The classification grade for engineers within the general schedule 
ranges between GS-5 for the beginner with a bachelor’s degree in engi- 
neering to GS-15. His promotion route dependent upon the diffi- 
culty and responsibility of his position is in the following order : GS—5, 
GS-7, GS-9, GS-11, GS-12, GS-13, GS-14, GS-15. 

Between December 1, 1940, and December 1, 1953, the salary of the 
GS-5 or starting engineering grade has risen 70.5 percent. The 
salary of the GS-7 engineer has risen 61.73 percent ; the GS-9—58.12 
percent; the GS-11—56.31 percent; the GS-12—53.05 percent; the 
GS-13—49.28 percent; the GS-14—47.69 percent; and the GS-15 
35.0 percent. It is generally recognized that the GS-5 and GS-7 
levels are trainee grades. 

The GS-9 and GS-11 are generally considered as the journeyman 
level, and the GS-12 is usually the first step of supervision. 

It can be seen, therefore, that engineers in the journeyman grade 
have received an increase since December 1, 1940, of an average of only 
57.21 percent. This figure of 57.21 percent is approximately one-half 
of the percentage increase in salary for the same period of time—De- 
cember 1, 1940, to December 1, 1953, which has been granted by the 
Navy Department, one of the largest employers, to skilled and semi- 
skilled workers whose salaries are adjusted from time to time, in ac- 
cordance with prevailing area rates for similar occupations. In com- 
puting the national average wage increase of all Navy Department 
laborers, helpers, and machinists, we arrive at a percentage increase 
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of 116.4 percent. This figure is a true measure of wage Increases In 
private industry due to the fact that the Wage Board employees’ salary 
is regularly adjuste: | to reflect the wages in private industry. 

In the honest opinion of my colleagues and myself, we feel that the 
passage of S. 67 would place the Federal Government in a much better 
competitive status with private industry in its program to rec ruit and 
retain the necessary engineering, drafting, scientific, and technical 
skills required for the defense effort. 

The New York Chapter of the New York State Society of Profes- 
sional Engineers recently has completed a survey of income of engi- 
neers within the member ship of the chapter. 

Some of the results from approximately 370 returns are quoted : 
Self-employed professional engineers earned from $8,000 to $44,000 
annually, averaging $22,000 per annum. Professional engineers em- 
ployed by firms and corporations received base salaries ranging from 
$6,500 to $18,000 per annum, averaging $11,000. 

Professional engineers in municipal employ received salaries from 
$5.500 to $9,000 per annum, averaging $7,000. 

It may be seen from the above that the salary of the federally em- 
ployed engineer is far out of line with the above figures, inasmuch as 

80 percent of the presently employed Federal Government engineers 
receive a base salary of less than $6,000 per annum and a little over 
one-half of 1 percent of federally employed engineers receive the top 
rate of $14.800 per annum, which figure is $7,200 a vear less than the 

arnings of the average self-employed engineer. 

I wish to thank you most sincerely for the opportunity which you 
have given me to present the opinions of the conscientious hard-work- 
ing loyal American citizens which I am privileged to represent. 

I would like to make a few comments, however. 

Our people. the engineers and scientists very often must take sub- 
marine test dives in a new vessel, do ordinance proof firing work, do 
jobs on temporary assignment, possibly a day or two, a month, of a 
very hazardous nature. Under the law of 1953, which sets up 
the pay scale prov isions for navy vard skilled craftsmen, those skilled 
craftsmen receive time and a half for such temporary hazardous duty, 
and if it would be at all ee Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
recommend that a separate title be added to S. 67 which we strongly 
endorse, which would provide premium compensation for classified 
employees while engaged during such periods of temporary hazardous 
duty. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you know how many that would be? 

Mr. Srepuens. It would be a very small number of people. 

The Cuamrman. Could you furnish the committee with the number 
and the additional cost ? 

Mr. StepHens. I can do that, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. That should be done to quiet the fears of those who 
might think such a proposal too costly. 

Mr. Sreruens. I will furnish the committee with the information. 
Our organization strongly supports 5. 67 introduced by the chairman 
of this committee and other Senators on this committee. We do not 
feel that any pay bill at the present time should go into a reclassifica- 
59149 —55 
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tion procedure. To do so would only cause undue time and require 
the employees to wait much longer for the money that they need now 
to keep their families in subsistence. We do, however, have a reclassi- 
fication bill of our own, which is so kindly introduced by Chairman 
Johnston, Senate Resolution 688, and we do request that after S. 67 
is reported out favorably, which we hope it will be, that some con- 
sideration be given to Senate Resolution 688, which would require 
a study for reclassification of the technical employees’ salaries. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I think my brief as submitted in the 
record will give our reasons why we support S. 67. 

{ would be happy to answer any questions the committee might have. 

‘The Cuatrman. Any questions by anyone? 

(No response. ) 

“The Cuarrman. Thank you for your brevity here today, too. 

Your entire statement will be made part of the record. 

Mr. Stepuens. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Thomas Maddock, chairman of the legislative 
committee, National Association of Federal Mechanics. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS MADDOCK, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FEDERAL MECHANICS 


Mr. Mappocx. Mr. Chairman, I am Thomas Maddock, chairman of 
the legislative committee of the National Association of Federal 
Mechanics. I think we submitted evidence for the 83d Congress show- 
ing the type of work that the skilled mechanics we represent perform, 
and a comparison with the wages they receive, along with industry. 

Of course, I think the CPC classification is wrongly justifying their 
qualifications because the type of work they are doing is construction 
work and along with maintenance work, but the custodial part iden- 
tifies it as just maintenance. As I say, we submitted for the 83d 
Congress pay bill that the type of work they were doing was 314-inch 
conduit and heavy construction work, showing that they were getting 
$1.54 an hour for the same type of work that other employees are 
getting $3 and $3.25 an hour for. 

I will submit this: 


It is a great pleasure that our committee is given the privilege to place before 
your committee the opinion and desires of the skilled mechanics and helpers we 
represent, known as the craft protective and custodial service of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended. They are better known as the blue-collared work- 
ers under the Classification Act. They are further known as machinists, black- 
smiths, sheet metal, electrical workers, carpenters, steamfitters, painters, elevator 
mechanics, etc. The employees we represent are in full agreement with the 
provisions of 8S. 67 of the 84th Congress. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you. 

Any questions? 

(No response. ) _ 

The Cuarrman. We certainly appreciate your coming here giving 
us your opinion. 

Mr. Mappock. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Luther C. Steward, president of the National 
Federation of Federal Employees. 
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STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Srewarp. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am ap- 
pearing in support of S. 67, a bill to adduce the rates of basic com- 
pensation of certain officers and employees of the Federal Government 
under instructions of the executive council of the National Federation 
of Federal Employees which has gone on record unanimously as ap- 
proving the proposals contained therein. 

We are appreciative of the fact that S. 67 was sponsored not only 
by the chairman of this committee, but by 20 other Senators, including 
several who are members of this committee. 

Exhaustive studies have been made of the present purchasing power 
of the Federal employee’s salary at the present time as compared with 
1939, based on the cost of living; but to sum up in brief, it can be 
stated without fear of contradiction that based upon the cost of living 
alone the disposable income of the Federal employee covered by the 
terms of S. 67 is less in 1955 than it was in 1939, 

It should be stated in this connection that while the cost of living 
is a very important factor in fixing rates of compensation, it is by no 
means the sole factor; and while the cost of living should be used to 
establish a floor to assure that all employees receive a minimum rate 
of pay sufficient to maintain themselves and dependents above that 
floor, the all-important factors of duties and responsibilities should 
be given to weight which they deserve in determining rates of com- 
pensation under any compensation classification system worthy of 
the name. 

In this respect, to propose upward adjustments limited to changes 
in the cost of living is to indulge in the untenable assumption that 
rates of compensation were adequate in 1939. Such is not the case. 
In addition, there must be considered increased productivity through 
the acquirement of additional proficiency of employees through ex- 
perience, through training, through better utilization of manpower, 
through internal reorganization. There are also the very notable pay 
increases in so many categories in private business and industry during 
the last 15 years which, unless these competitive conditions are at least 
partially met by the Federal Government as an employer, put it in a 
position where it cannot compete and offers almost insurmountable 
recruitment obstacles. 

The fact that during the last 2 years almost 1 million new appoint- 
ments have been made to civilian positions in the Federal service 
proves conclusively that the Federal Government as an employer is 
not offering rates of compensation to its employees sufficiently attrac- 
tive to acquire and then to retain competent men and women to carry 
on the vast variety of needed tasks. 

The National Federation of Federal Employees has always been 
alert to the evils of setting a ceiling for compensation under the 
Classification Act that would cause compression and therefore under- 
mine the principle of maintaining proper relation between grades 
which represent various levels of duties and responsibility. We there- 
fore support without qualification the schedule of increases proposed 
in S. 67 in progressively larger dollar amounts, although not percent- 
agewise, up to grade 18 where the present maximum of $14,800 remains 
unchanged. 
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We are hopeful that the Congress will promptly enact salary in- 
creases legislation for its own members, following which action the 
present ceiling for grade 18 should be raised proportionately. 

We feel very definitely that the Government as an employer should 
treat all of its employees with a reasonable degree of uniformity. 
Sound personnel administration, in the public interest, requires it. We 
desire to call attention to the fact that the administration’s proposal 
for the field service of the Post Office Department, in a number of in- 
stances, grants preferential treatment to certain categories of postal 
employees in comparison with employees performing similar duties 
under the compensation Classification Act. 

To cite a few examples, maintenance employees in the field postal 
service receive very generally higher rates of compensation than are 
proposed for employe ees performing similar duties falling within GS 
schedules. In respect of the approximately 11,000 employees in the 
field postal service, such as typists, file clerks, ete., the administration 
proposes rates which are substantially greater than the compensation 
paid such positions under the GS se chedule. The increments proposed 
for increases within grades are also greater in the administration’s 
proposal for the field ‘postal service than for the GS schedules. 

There is, however, a comparatively small group, probably less than 
1,000 in number, of maintenance employees who, having been trans- 
ferred from the jurisdiction of the field service of the Post Office De- 
partment to the General Services Administration, find themselves re- 
ceiving rates in excess of the maximum of the grade to which they 
are allocated in GS schedules. In order that this group of employees 
shall not be discriminated against, we are therefore asking that the 


following language be inserted in paragraph 3, page 3, of S. 67: 


If an officer or employee was paid at a rate, immediately prior to the effective 
date of this Act, in excess of the maximum longevity rate of the grade, he shall 
be paid at a rate equal to the rate at which he was paid immediately prior to 
such date, increased by an amount equal to the amount of the increase made by 
this Act in such maximum longevity rate. 

That would provide for a small group who were transferred, whose 
duties have not changed and who, without the saving provisions which 
I have suggested, would receive no benefit whatever from the proposed 
legislation. 

We strongly support section 804, appearing on page 4 of the bill, 
providing that supervisory employees shall be paid at least 5 percent 
above the highest rate of compensation being paid to any such prevail- 
ing rate employee regularly supervised. This is designed to correct, 
and will correct, a situation which is administratively difficult and 
very unfair to many existing supervisors who, having been allocated 
to the appropriate GS grade, are called upon to supervise employees 
whose compensation is fixed by wage boards on the basis of the pre- 

vailing rate in the area and who at “the present time receive, In many 
instances, substantially more than their supervisor. This is not only 
unfair to the supervisory employee, but has a demoralizing effect on 
orderly personnel administration. 

As an organization we pioneered in the field of compensation clas- 
sification based upon duties and responsibilities, recognizing that clas- 
sification based on those principles is the only orderly method of fixing 
compensation rates. We feel, however, that the time has come, after 
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more than 30 years operation of the compensation classification system, 
for a general review of these schedules. 

Compensation classification is a very useful administrative tool, but 
it should be practical and understandable. It is within my personal 
knowledge that the establishment of overlapping grades in the original 
Classification Act of 1923 was not a scientific proposal but an arbitrary 
one imposed for the sole purpose of holding down expenditures. This 
has resulted in a situation where hairline distinctions are drawn in 
determining the allocation of an employee as between 2 or even 3 
grades. 

Departments and agencies in good faith allocate employees to appro 
priate grades, and employees accepting such allocations in good faith 
at some later date, after a lapse of 2 or even 3 years, upon post audit 
by the Civil Service Commission, find themselves downgraded because 
of the very close distinctions as between lower GS grades and the 
difficulty of a firm agreement between even those technically qualified 
as to the proper allocation. This not only involves the expenditure 
of many man-hours, but also is a source of a great deal of quite 
understandable resentment and dissatisfaction on the part of em 
ployees. 

After 30 years we find the following distribution of employees in 
the lower GS grades: 


SPEER EPA SOI Ee! } 66817... RL ULE Bielattey 
a aa 97, 1258 Petr eres ee) ee a ee 21, 552 
ee a 181, 642 | 9__- ss TA 
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A very notable smaller number in the even grades from 6, 8 and 10, 
than there are in the odd grades, 5, 7, 9, and 11. 

Without attempting to offer a firm or final conclusion as to why there 
is not a reasonable uniformity in the numbers in these grades, the 
fact remains that the odd numbers—5, 7, 9. and 11—include many 
times the number of employees found in the even grades, 6, 8, and 10. 

We feel that section 3 of the bill before you, appearing on page 5, 

calling on the Civil Service Commission to make a study of the desir- 
ability of eliminating present grades 6, 8, and 10 and to report to 
the Congress with recommendations, is a very necessary provision, be- 
cause any compensation system worthy of the name must be constantly 
studied with a view to its revision in the light of present-day practices 
both in public service and in private employment. 

In this connection it should also be said that an added difficulty of 
intelligently administering present compensation under the terms of 
the Classification Act, as amended, rests in the fact that the Civil 
Service Commission has not as yet established standards for between 
20 percent and 25 percent of the positions within the purview of the 
act. 

We support the application of S. 67 to the Department of Medicine 
and Surgery and to employees of other agencies who are not covered 
by the Classification Act. 

In conclusion, the National Federation of Federal Employees be- 
lieves that while a case can be made for even larger increases than are 
proposed in S. 67, that bill represents a practical, realistic approach 
to the salary problem, that it will grant belated relief for the present 
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inadequately compensated employees, and will also be a closer ap- 
proach to meting out equality of treatment to all employees in the 
Federal service. We earnestly urge early and favorable action upon it. 

May I say in that connection, Mr. Chairman, that we are very appre- 
ciative of the continued interest, not only of the chairman, the past 
chairman of this committee and other members, but also the very co- 
operative relationship with the committee staff. We urge early and 
prompt action and we are sure that the committee’s interest in the 
subject matter will bring that about if it is within their power. 

The Cuamman. Thank you for this remark. I will answer it by 
saying that I know this committee has the workers’ interest at heart 
and they want to do what they think is right and just by them. 

Mr. Stewarp. May I say that the employees whom I represent have 
the utmost confidence in this committee and its organization. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you. Are there any questions? 

(No response.) 

The CHarman. I think you have covered it fully here and very 
well. We want to commend you on it. 

Mr. Dillard B. Lasseter, executive officer, Organization of Profes- 
sional Employees, United States Department of Agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF DILLARD B. LASSETER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER, 
ORGANIZATION OF PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Lasserer. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CuarrMan. Weare glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Lasserer. Thank you, sir. I appreciate this opportunity and 
invitation to appear before you. I have a very condensed statement, 
but I will condense it further in the interest of time and read just the 
first paragraph of this Organization of Professional Employees of the 
United States Department of Agriculture Council at its last meeting 
on January 11 with 14 departmental units represented, adopted the 
following as one of its major objectives for 1955: 

Support a pay adjustment for all classified employees to increase salaries com- 
mensurate with the cost of living. This involves a proportional revision of the 
present salary scale rather than a flat increase for all employees. 

Now the other point I wish to condense is that we feel that you 
will realistically appraise the funds available to the agencies to meet 
increased payrolls. We believe the amount of the increase should be 
approached in a manner to avoid a rash of reduction-in-force notices 
to career employees. 

I think that is self-explanatory, and I will be glad to answer any 
questions. 

I might say this organization is 25 years old, I think it is 26 years 
old this year, and represents employees in the Department of grade 
GS-5, and above. 

The Cuamman. How much funds do you have in the Department 
that you can transfer, from incidentals to the payment of salaries? 

Mr. Lasseter. Mr. Chairman, I couldn’t answer that. Iam not with 
the Department any more. I retired with the change in administra- 
tion, and I have no access to that, but I would be glad to get that. 
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The Cuarmman. This committee would not want to pass legislation 
that would cause an unjustified reduction in personnel. For that 
reason, the effective date of S. 67, the bill introduced by me would not 
be effective until 60 days after it has passed to allow the agencies of 
Government time to make adjustments and to ask for funds to pay 
the salaries. 

Mr. Lasserer. I will try to ascertain that information. I might 
say as you know, I was Administrator of the Farmers Home Adminis- 
tration a good many years and I was caught with this problem every 
time there was a pay increase. I had to find the money and I might 
say that I always did, but it was very diflicult. 

I don't think they could absorb very much right now. That is my 
impression. 

The Cuatrman. Isee. Any other questions ¢ 

( No response. ) 

The CuarrmMan. Glad to have had you before us. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Lasseter is as follows:) 

My name is Dillard B. Lasseter. 1 am executive officer of the Or 
ganization of Professional Employees of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, usually known as OPEDA. With your permis- 
sion, I should like to present the views of this organization on the 
proposed legislation contained in 8S. 67 and 8. 774. 

At its last regular council meeting on January 11, with 14 depart- 
mental units represented, OPEDA adopted the following as one of 
its major objectives for 1955: 

Support a pay adjustment for all classified employees to increase salaries com- 
mensurate with the cost of living. This involves a proportional revision of the 
present salary scale rather than a flat increase for all employees. 

This action by OPEDA’s Council was consistent with the organiza- 
tion’s past position concerning pay adjustments. In other years our 
representatives have appeared before this committee and submitted 
evidence showing the need for increased salaries to offset the increase 
in cost of living; also need for adjustment of salaries to correct a long- 
standing discrimination against those in the higher grades. 

The proposal for graduated increases, as opposed to straight across 
the board raises, has our support. The studies of your committee and 
those of the Civil Service Commission have disclosed the failure of 
salary increases to keep pace with the cost of living and the repeated 
discrimination in recent salary increases against those in grades GS-5 
and above. 

OPEDA is gratified to observe that many of the members of this 
committee agree with this principle that we emphatically endorse. 
This has already been demonstrated by classified pay legislation in- 
troduced in the Senate. We would urge you to adhere to this prin- 
ciple in the pay legislation that you report. 

You will, we feel sure, also realistically appraise the funds available 
to the agencies to meet increased payrolls. We believe the amount 
of the increase should be approached in a manner to avoid a rash of 
reduction-in-force notices to career employees. 

We know that the Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice is deeply concerned with the increases in the cost of living and 
the effect of these increases on the present level of Government salaries, 
particularly in the higher grades, OPEDA hopes therefore that you 
will give serious attention to the present emergency and report out a 
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bill that will provide for: (1) Increases in pay for civil-service em- 
ployees in keeping with increases im the cost of living, and (2) appli- 
cation of proportional increases to the full basic salaries to eliminate 
the present discrimination against employees in the higher salary 
grades. 

The Cuairnman. Mr. Alfred F. Beiter. 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED F. BEITER, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL CUSTOMS SERVICE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Berrer. My name is Alfred F. Beiter and I am national presi- 
dent of the National Customs Service Association. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Customs Service Association which I 
represent is composed entirely of Government employees, the great 
majority of whom are longtime career employees in positions subject 
to the Classification Act. The membership is distributed throughout 
the United States, with nearly 1,000 in the Washington metropolitan 
area. We have members also in Alaska, Hawaii, in Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands. 

I appreciate the opportunity the committee has afforded to present 
our views on the subject of increased pay for Government employees. 

In the closing days of the last Congress legislation was passed pro- 
viding for an increase in the pay of Federal workers amounting to 
approximately 5 percent. I think there is general agreement that 
this legislation did not get the consideration it merited because of the 
hassle over postal rec lassification plans and etforts to tie salary bills 
te a postal rate increase bill. The amount of the increase was inade- 
quate and even the small measure of relief it provided did not become 
available because of the Presidential veto. 

We hope the Congress will give more thought and study to the prob- 
lem at this session. Federal employees are not asking for anything 
they feel they do not deserve. 

We heartily endorse the bill aneoeed by Chairman Johnston and 
20 other Members of the Senate, S. 67, providing for a 10-percent in- 
crease in the pay of classified ee ees. 

The need for increasing the pay of Federal employees is more ap- 
parent to employee representativ es than to many others since we have 
followed closely the course of events of the past few years which have 
led to income losses for Government workers. I refer to the reorgan- 
ization plans, reclassification plans, reductions in grade, and elimina- 
tion of overtime work, all of which have resulted in monetary losses 
to employees. 

In addition, there is the policy of attrition whereby vacancies occur- 
ring due to retirement, death, or resignation have not been filled. This 
has forced employees to assume additional workloads. The man who 
did the work of 1 man last year is doing the wor': of 2 or 3 this year. 
He has had no increase in pay to compensate for the extra work. Take 
the customs service as an example. Customs business has increased 
steadily and enormously in the past several years and this workload 
has been handled by less and less employees so that today the staff is 
almost 20 percent off the 1946 staff—itself a war-stricken staff. 

Reductions in appropriations and directives from the Budget 
Bureau requiring agencies to absorb costs of fringe benefits voted 
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by Congress have made an acute situation more acute. In a budget 
such as customs, which is about 95 percent salaries, large “savings” 
can only be made by reducing services and personnel. Customs has 
tried both in an effort to make ends meet. It has tried every known 
way to improve techniques and streamline its services to the public. 
It has refrained from filling vacancies. The reduction in service re 
sulted in curtailment of necessary operations. The -reduction in 
personnel imposed additional workloads on employees. 

Many customs employees have suffered salary losses, or are facing 
such losses, due to reductions in grade brought about through post 
audit action of the Civil Service Commision. This is the method by 
which jobs are ordered downgraded to rectify so-called mistakes 
made by personnel officers who did not classify the jobs in their 
proper grades under the Classification Act. 

Some of these employees had been in their grades for 2 years or 
more before they were told that their jobs had not been allocated in 
the proper grades. If this happened in private industry, the unions 
would call a strike and the whole plant would walk out. There would 
be endless litigation, collective bargaining, negotiations, and so forth. 
The Government worker can do little or nothing about it unless 
Congress chooses to give him some relief. 

Workers in private industry have contracts which call for wage 
increases or cost-of-living bonuses when the Bureau of Labor Sta 
tistics index goes up. Rates of compensation of civil-service workers 
are fixed by law and there is no flexibility to meet changing price 
levels and fluctuating living costs. 

Your committee has evidenced a sympathetic interest in this prob 
lem all along and we feel confident that you will vote an increase 
in pay for Government employees which will be fair and adequate. 
The customs emplovees I represent are grateful for this opportunity 
to rest their case with you. ‘Thank you. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to join with Mr. Rus 
sell Stephens over there who suggested that an amendment be added 
to the bill if it is possible, to take care of those men who are perform 
ing hazardous work. In the customs service we have approximately 
25 men who are subject to hazardous work and it will be only 2 wee ‘ks 
tomerrow a man was killed at Norfolk, Va., an inspector —_ had 
been in the service for a number of years, slipped in some grease that 
was on the floor of the vessel and plunged into the hatch of the ves 
sel and crushed his skull. He died within a few hours, and our men 
along the borders are subject to similar hazards. I say similar. 
There are hazards of a different nature. They have to contend with 
men who bring in narcotics and drugs and smugglers, and these fel 
lows have no regard for a man’s life at all. 

The CHarrman. I see some more of your group coming in. 

John Murphy and Dick McCabe. These two men have done a fine 
job in informing this committee of the problems of custom employees. 

Mr. Berrer. At our conventions, in the past three conventions that 
I can recall, resolutions were adopted to place the customs inspectors 
who are performing hazardous work under Public Law 879, which 
permits them to retire after 20 years of service. After a man has had 
20 years of service he gets up there in age a little bit and he isn’t quite 
as active as he was when he was a young lad, and to perform these 
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tasks—take the man, for instance, who boards a cutter, and has to 
go out and meet a vessel. Here is the cutter bobbing up and down one 
way and the steamer bobbing up and down the other way, and he has 
to try to grab ahold of the Jacob’s ladder, a brief case in one hand, 
and it isa dangerous job. 

We would like to have your committee give some consideration to 
those men who are performing hazardous work. And as I say, I join 
with my friend over there in asking the committee to consider it. 

The CHarrMan. Glad to have these things called to our attention, 
and I will assure you we will look into it. 

Mr. Berrer. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

The CHarrman. We certainly appreciate your coming. 

Mr. Berrer. Thank you, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. E. W. McCabe. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD W. McCABE, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
LEGISLATION FOR THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INTERNAL 
REVENUE EMPLOYEES 


The CuHatrrMan. You are chairman of the committee on legislation 
for the National Association of Internal Revenue Employees, Nash- 
ville, Tenn. ? 

Mr. McCane. That is right. Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee, 1 am Edward W. McCabe, chairman of the committee on legis- 
lation for the National Association of Internal Revenue Employees. I 


am an employee of the Internal Revenue Service, and I am here on 
annual leave from my position in the district director’s office, Nash- 
ville, Tenn. 

Our association is unaffiliated and is entirely independent to any 
other organization. It is composed only of Internal Revenue Service 
employees and has more than 21,000 members. Our membership is 
composed of clerical and technical employees. We are career em- 
ployees under civil service and are engaged in the field of collecting 
Federal taxes. Our association operates entirely on a mutual-interest 
basis. With the exception of the secretary-treasurer, no officer re@eives 
any compensation. We do not employ any representative for the pur- 
pose of attempting to influence Members of Congress on legislative 
matters either existing or proposed, we merely ask that the employees 
of the Service be given the same consideration, the same opportunity, 
and the same prevailing wage that they would receive in large and 
well-established private employment. 

The National Association of Internal Revenue Employees, at its na- 
tional convention held in Jacksonville, Fla., in September 1954, unani- 
mously approved a resolution to provide for a salary increase for 
Internal Revenue and other classified employees. 

According to latest statistics the cost of living has increased approxi- 
mately 4 percent since the last employee raise in July 1951. 

The Cuatrman. Let me correct you there, too. We did not quite 
catch up at that time. 

Mr. McCase. Thank you, sir. Glad to get that correction, sir. 





SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 263 


This percentage does not accurately reflect, however, the fact that the 
cost of living has, since 1939, increased at least 95 percent. Previous 
raises of Federal employees were not adequate to offset the advanced 
cost of living 

In addition to the actual cost-of-living increase we are living in a 
far greater era of economy. Our economy of yesterday has fast ex- 
panded until now certain articles which were formerly considered lux 
uries are now necessities. We are living with an improved standard of 
living. A college education is now considered a “must”. The need for 
higher education is apparent. The Federal employee must provide for 
this education for his family. The cost of education has increased con- 
siderably. The cost of books, tuition, and room and board have im- 
posed an additional burden on the Federal employee who desires that 
his children have a college education. This is just one item of the 
increased cost of living. 

Analyze the rental situation. People who are required to rent 
premises are now paying at least double what they were formerly pay- 
ing and in addition are probably furnishing their own heat and other 
utilities. 

I am sure though that I do not need to elaborate on the need for : 
salary increase. ‘You gentlemen practically unanimously agreed te 
a salary increase in the ‘83d session of C ongress. but for the veto of 
the President we would now be enjoying the benefits of your labors. 

In the final analysis now the whole question devolves itself on one 
of which would be the best pay raise bill for the classified Federal 
employee. In the Internal Revenue Service I had occasion recently 
to visit our New York office and I know there that in the lower 
grades we cannot compete with private industry. 

In other sections of the country perhaps we can favorably compete, 
however, I do feel that we should all have a minimum increase. If 
the Federal Government is to attract and retain persons of intelli- 
gence, integrity and industry to effectively and economically conduct 
its essential functions, adequate salaries must be paid to its public 
servants. The ceilings on salaries should be increased, but first and 
foremost the salaries of our Congressmen and Senators should also 
be substantially increased. 

To be able to obtain the high caliber of employees necessary for 
efficiently managing our National Government we should pay salaries 
comparable to big industry. After all, we are the largest employer 
in the United States. 

The year 1955 promises to be an eventful one. Outward signs are 
that it will be one of the biggest years in history. From all indica 
tions the cost of living will not ‘stand still. 

In our Internal Revenue Service employees are practically pro 
hibited from doing any outside work because of the fact that the out- 
side work may have an effect on the work they perform in the Service 
insofar as it may relate to the business in which they might be em- 
ployed. 

The Cuatrman. In other words, you couldn’t work at night and 
on weekends for any private business since you might be called on to 
check their tax statements. 

Mr. McCase. Very embarrassing, sir. Accordingly, perhaps more 
than any other Federal employee, “the Internal Revenue Service em 
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ployee must depend on his paycheck for his existence. A collection 
officier’s entrance salary will be less than $3,500 per year; yet a collec- 
tion officer must be familiar with 80 or more different classes of tax, 
be required to collect taxpayer delinquent accounts which could re- 
sult im the seizure and sale of a taxpayer's assets and even the closing 
of a taxpayer’s business. His job is an important and exacting one. 

An internal revenue agent will have an entrance salary of $4,200 
per year. He must be an expert accountant, must be able to audit and 
extract infor mation from the most intricate sets of books. His work 
could lead to the assessment of additional taxes of many thousands 
of dollars. 

Our window tellers and cashiers are daily collecting millions : 
dollars ene the United States and the average salary of 
window teller is $3,150 per year. 

I know that you gentlemen will give favorable consideration for 
an increase in salary | for classified employees. I would like to recom- 
mend that a percentage scale be used, with a minimum raise for all 
employees, and I propose that the following salaries be established at 
the entrance grades with a minimum salary increment of $100 pro- 
vided annually for employees through Grade GS-9 with a total num- 
ber of 7 steps and 3 longevity steps. For grades GS-10 through 
GS-18 an increment of $200 every 18 months with a maximum of 5 
merements. The scale suggested is as follows: 

See a $4, 250 

3,000} GS-8____________ 4,900 10, 500 
3, 200 ; 5, 400 : 12, 000 
3, 450 | GS-10_____.-_--__ 6,000 ) 13, 200 


3, 700 | GS— Sn Ss 14, 400 
ene: ae 8. ocue ne 


GS 
GS- 
GS 
GS- 
GS- 
GS 


The above scale would show an average increase of approximately 
10 percent. However, it would more equitably establish a difference 
in grades and compensate the higher grade employees for the addi- 
tional responsibilities they assume. "Quite often there is so little dif- 
ference between the salary of the supervisor that there is little incen- 
tive to become a supervisor. 

We would also like to strongly advocate that you make this retro- 
active to January | and at the same time appropriate sufficient money 
to pay the salaries so that agencies will not have to effect reductions 
in force to meet the obligation. 

I am deeply grateful “for the opportunity to present this brief to 
you and urge your consideration of same. 

I have submitted a recommendation here. This recommendation 
was prepared before. S. 67 had gone to the press, and while it is sub- 
stantially the same there are some modifications. I would like to 
change seven there. That is a typographical error. That should be 
4,500 instead of 4,250. You notice we have provided that maximum of 
16,000 be allowed for grade 18. That is predicated on the fact that the 
ceiling will be lifted for the Senators and Representatives. We would 
be most acceptable, and as a matter of fact would urge in lieu of this, 
your bill S. 67, which I think is better, not only for the employee, 
but better all the way around than what we have proposed here. 

The Cuairman. Your statement is in line with others. 





SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 265 


Mr. McCase. Yes. I have seen yours, sir. There is very little dif- 
ference. The scale we have there is approximately 10 percent. I 
would like to point out that it would equitably establish a difference 
in grade and compensate the higher grade employees for the addh- 
tional responsibilities they assume. Quite often a supervisor gets 
about the same salary as the employee under him and maybe some- 
times, not any less but not any more to say the least. 

I do not know whether it is possible to make this retroactive to Jan 
uary 1, but we would strongly recommend it be considered and above 
all that appropriations be allotted because in Internal Revenue Serv 
ice right now we are operating on a rather restricted budget and if 
a raise was provided for without the additional funds, it would mean 
ar.i. f.,in taking care of additional cost. 

Senator, that concludes my testimony. I certainly appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before your committee and I want to thank 
you for your cooperation in the past and the committee, sir. 

The Cuairman. We certainly appreciate your coming before us to 
present this information. If you have anything else that you want to 
add, we would be glad to “i it. 

The Cuairman. Mr. J. Austin Latimer, legislative counsel of the 
National Association of Postmasters of the United States. 

Mr. Latimer. May I be accompanied to the table by the president 
and secretary-treasurer of our organization, Mr. McNamara and Mr. 
Puskar ? 


STATEMENT OF J. AUSTIN LATIMER, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL OF 
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED 


STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY RAYMOND V. McNAMARA, PRESIDENT, 
AND CHARLES E. PUSKAR, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY-TREASURER 


Mr. Latimer. Mr. Chairman and members 

The CuHatmrmMan. For the record, this testimony is on S. 773, the 
administration’s proposal to reclassify postal jobs. 

Mr. Latiwer. In 773. 

Mr. Lavimer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is J. Austin Latimer. Since 1941, I have been engaged in the 
general practice of law with offices at 1420 New York Avenue NW. 

I appear here as legislative counsel for the National Association of 
Postmasters of the United States, 

From 1933 to 1941 I was with the Post Office Department, serving 
as Executive Assistant to Postmasters General Farley and Walker. 
Also in the 81st and the 82d Congresses, 1949 to 1953, I was chief clerk 
and counsel of this committee. 

It is a real joy, Mr. Chairman, to be back among my friends with 
whom I had such a fine fellowship during those 4 years and to meet 
the successors to those who are no longer serving on this committee. 

The association that I have the honor to represent has within its 
membership some 32,000 postmasters of all classes of offices located 
throughout the length and breadth of the United States, its Territories 
and insular possessions. 

Of the 38,975 post offices as of January 1, 1955, the following is 


the breakdown with the number of each class hav ing me mbership i in 
our association : 





266 SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


| Membership 
in National 
Association of 
Postmasters 


Total 


ist class , ‘ : . 3, 4 3, 050 
2d class_- R 4 5 , 6 5, 681 
3d class_- y ae iti . 3, 255 10, 841 
4th class- 5 5, 667 | 12, 387 


When 252 associate members are added to second column above, 
there is a total of 32,211 members of the association, which represents 
over 82 percent of all postmasters. ‘These membership figures have 
been verified by Main & Co., certified public accountants, Pittsburgh, 
Pa. 

So far as I know for the first time in the history of the Post Office 
Department postmasters have been granted in S. 773 step-rate in- 
creases. There has been a feeling for a long time, among postmasters, 
that some type of automatic promotion should be provided for this 
branch of the service, as well as to others or management—assistant 
postmasters and supervisors. 

Historically the National Association of Postmasters, now cele- 
brating its golden anniversary, has through the years sought to have 
the Congress extend to all postmasters these privileges so long enjoyed 
by clerks, carriers, and others of the classified postal service. We are 
gratified that at long last postmasters may well be on the eve of 
attaining their objective. May I pause just here, Mr. Chairman, to 
thank you for your courtesy in permitting my association to state in 
more detail than in our preliminary statement, our views on S. 773 
and to also thank you, Senator Carlson and your cosponsors for your 
introduction of this bill and for the interest and consideration that 
you both extended, as well as others of your committee, to postmasters 
during the last session when the sponsor of this bill was serving as 
chairman. 

I well recall, Mr. Chairman, that during your able leadership in 
the 81st Congress and again in the 82d Congress, attempts were made 
through bills that you introduced to recl: assify the postal service as to 
ace omplish some of the objectives contained in S. 773. 

S. 1878 of the 81st Congress and S. 376 of the 82d Congress em- 
bodied certain salary adjustments and reclassification features de- 
signed to correct the then existing inequities. Considerable progress 
was made during the 82d Congress che this line resulting in the 
enactment of Public Law 204. 

In the report of S. 355 (with which S. 376 had been merged) among 
other things the committee said, and here J quote from the report: 

The committee recognized that this ceiling of $800 limitation will not permit 
in its entirety the adjustments contemplated in S. 1978 of the 8lst Congress or 
those of S. 376, particularly in positions in post offices of the first class, but 
the present emergency makes it unwise, in the opinion of the committee, that 
there be increases in compensation to Government employees, including the postal 
service, in excess of $800. Upon the termination of the present wage-stabiliza- 
tion restrictions, the Congress can, and we think should, carefully restudy this 
matter with a view of niaking the adjustments as originally contemplated. * * * 


At least this bill is a step in that direction and with the end of the wage- 
stabilization period it is hoped that the job can be completed. 
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The inequity that existed in 1951 still exists, due in great measure 
to flat or across-the-board salary increases. Since the last general re 
classification of postal emplovees in 1945 there have been 3 such 
flat pay raises, aggregating $970, not including the pay Increases in 
Public Law 204. 

The contribution made, Mr. Chairman, by you and members of your 
committee during the 81st and 82d Congresses and the emphasis placed 
then on removal of these inequities contributed greatly to what we 
have before us today. 

As you will recall, Public Law 204 was based on a general increase 
of 8.8 percent, subject to the limitation of the $800 ceiling. The bill 
under consideration, S. 773, while carrying a guaranty against any 
reduction in present pay and a guaranty of a 5-percent increase on 
" of present pay for all postal employees, is actually more than 

5 percent pay increase—I believe the average is about 6.5 percent, 
Ww with a higher average increase to postmasters for the reasons I have 
already stated. Of course, the increase over and above 5 percent is 
brought about by the classification features and would be delayed 
necessarily 6 months after enactment. 

The need for the classification contained in S. 773 was a matter of 
study not only in the 88d Congress but in previous sessions. ‘This 
study has not been confined to the Post Office Department or to organ- 
izations of postal employees. It has also received the attention and 
endorsement of the President of the United States and of the Civil 
Service Commission, all of whom have come to the realization of its 
value for improving the morale of the postal service. The commit- 
tees of both Houses charged with the responsibility of handling postal 
legislation have given serious thought to this imports int matter. 

Pursuant to Senate Resolution 49 of the 83d Congress, an advisory 
council to the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee was set 
up. This council was composed of citizens of national distinction, 
who served unselfishly in developing a program that would inure to the 
benefit of the postal service. Included among its membership was a 
former Member of Congress who sponsored much beneficial postal 
legislation during his long and honored service in the House. He 
later served with distinction as Chairman of the Civil Service Com- 
mission. The council’s recommendation to this committee is a valu- 
able document on the subject of the needs of the postal establishment. 

Section IT, dealing with personnel, contained many recommenda- 
tions strongly supporting the objectives of S. 773. I shall not quote 
all of these, but I should like to call attention to parts contained in 

recommendation 12, and here I quote again: 

(1) The Post Office Department, with the assistance of the Civil Service 
Commission, should immediately begin a study of Public Law 134, and should 
report to the Congress at the earliest practical date, with recommendations for a 
modern classification and pay structure for the postal field service. 

(2) The pay of some employees is based on the receipts of the office while 
the pay of others is based on the number of employees supervised. These differ- 


ences give rise to manifold administrative problems and have an adverse effect on 
morale- 

(3) There are just short of 300 different salary steps in all of the pay sched- 
ules. In each instance, the basis for each step and progression from one step 
to another is spelled out in minute details by law and regulation 
such a monstrosity that few persons ever master it completely. 

(4) In the absence of any system of job evaluation, it is virtually impossible 
to develop and establish adequate qualification standards for recruitment, 


, thus creating 


‘ 
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placement, and promotional purposes. The inevitable result in that seniority 
has become the determining factor rather than ability in the selection of per- 
sonnel for promotion to more responsible positions. 

It is to the credit of the Postmaster General and the Post Office 
Department officials that they proceeded to implement the recom- 
mendations contained in this excellent report. In my opinion, 8. 774 
takes nothing away from any postal employee. On top of the 
guaranty that none shall suffer any reduction in present pay, there 
isa positive guaranty of 5 percent increase immediately after enact- 
ment, exclusive of longevity which is not changed under this bill. 

Subsequently everyone in the postal field service will receive addi- 
tional benefits, both as to salary and increased opportunity for promo- 
tion to a better job. For these the Postmasters Association and the 
postmasters represented are most grateful. They feel that no benefit 
should be enjoyed by them at the expense of those in other ranks of 
the service. Those employees below the rank of postmasters and 
supervisors play an important part, through faithful and efficient 
service, in making this great postal or ganization what it is today, the 
strong right arm of our Government in the service of its people. 

We have before us a measure that places emphasis on equal pay for 
equal responsibility, that provides for incentives and step- ups, that 
removes at long last inequities in the field of management. This bill 
has many features that are new. The proposal of the Postmaster 
General to the 83d Congress last year, as embodied in H. R. 8648, 
would have resolved many of the long standing inequities, but there 
were unquestionably honest differences of opinion as to the inter- 
pretation of some sections. 

H. R. 8648, as introduced, for instance, carried no formula for post- 
masters in offices of the fourth class. They constitute an important 
part of the association’s membership. This exclusion made it neces- 
sary for the Postmasters Association to make a reservation in its gen- 
eral endorsement of the principles of the bill. However, the National 
Association of Postmasters appreciated the frank statement of the 
Postmaster General, which indicated that a complete study was being 
made regarding the inclusion within its provision of this 40 percent 
of all postmasters. 

Time has now permitted the completion of this study. Section 403 
of S. 773 not only guarantees that every fourth- class postmaster 
shall have an immediate 5 percent increase over his present salary, but 
that he will enjoy the seven-step increases provided for postmasters 
of the larger offices. For this recognition of the worth of this large 
segment of the fine postmasters of “the smaller offices of the Nation, 
the Postmasters Association is most grateful. Also for the express 
language contained in section 710 continuing the present 15 percent 
allowance for rent, fuel, light, and equipment. 

Perhaps at this — T should speak briefly with regard to the 3 
percent money order fees heretofore included in the compensat ion to 
fourth-class postmasters, over their basic salary. I believe the general 
average of this to all fourth-class offices is about $30 per annum. Also 
it is my understanding that it costs the Department considerably more 
than the total of such fees to administer the same. Because of this, 
and also because the distribution of these money order fees as addi- 
tional compensation was not equitable to all fourth-class offices, the bill 
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has included these fees in the basic salary formula for 
postimasters and excluded the fees as such. 

The fact that postmasters in fourth-class offices enter upon the sers 
ice at step | and thereafter progress annually to the highest step (7) is 
something that fourth-class postmaste rs have been seeking for a long 
time. Of course all incumbent fourth-class postmasters will not enter 
at step 1 since they are guaranteed against any reduction in present 
sal: ary plus o percent increase. To accomMp lish this a postinaster W 1 
be placed in the step salary nearest above his adjusted pay when the 
classification called for under the bill is completed 6 months after 
enactinent. 

The extension of annual automatic promotions not only to fourth 
class postmasters but to other postal employees in management 
of the good things about this measure. Without attempting to dis 
cuss In detail section 501 of title V of the bill, I want to say a few 
words about section 501 (b) since there has been some discussion with 
regard to the distinction between the automatic promotions in first 
t steps of levels 10 and beyond. It is my understanding that the lan- 
vuage inthis subsection, reading in part as follows : 


fourth class 


—s Olle 


The Postmaster General shall advance each employee whose position is al- 
located to PFS-10 or a higher salary level * * * to and including step four 
of his salary level in the manner provided in subsection (a) of this 
Advancement of such employee to steps higher than step four, exclusive of 
longevity step increases, shall be granted by the Vostmaster General on the 
Lasis of superior performance under regulations issued by him 


SeCcLLION. 


was put into the bill so that postmasters and others in postal manage- 
ment in the more responsible positions and larger offices would earn 
their advancement to steps 5. 6, and 7 of levels 10 to 18, inelusive, not 
necessarily by spectacuiar performance, but by doing the best job with 
intheir power. It issomething positive, not negative 

a does not mean that a postmaster who has reached step 4 of level 

cannot provress thereafter annually to step 7, but it does mean that 

he is on his own and that the progression is not just an automatic thing. 
The provision in this subsection gives to the Post Office Department 
an opportunity to further recognize and reward those in top levels 
of management for work well done. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to pause to refer back to the last lime 
of the quoted part of the bill, each reads as follows : 

The Postmaster General on the basis of superior performance under regu 
latious issued by him 


I have given some considerable thought to this section and it Is my 


opinion that once the Postmaster General has issued the necesary ae 
ulations as a giide in this instance, and a postmaster performed 1 
accordance with those regulations, that his increase on up to the a 
level, the top step of his le evel, could not be withheld from him because 
that would be av arbitrary action. It is simply he would be required 
to perform in accordance with a regulation which the act requires the 
Postmaster General to issue. 

While discussing levels and stepups, perhaps a brief statement 
with regard to second-class postmasters is not amiss since here again 
there possibly has been some misunderstanding and that all second- 
class postmasters must be placed in level 8. 


5914955 18 
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On page 3 of the Post Office Department’s Salary Plan, Schedules 
and Statistical Comparisons, which brochure was introduced into the 
hearings before both commiitees, you will, among other things, find: 

26. Postmaster, second-class office, proposed salary level 8, present pay range 
$4,770 to $5,070, estimated number 4,007. 

As of January 1 of this year there were 6,622 second-class offices. 
On the same date there were 3,050 first-class offices. In this brochure 
5,534 postmasters are placed in levels 9 to 19, inclusive. This indicates 
to me that the postmasters in the larger second-class offices will be 
placed in levels above 8. 

Mr. Chairman, naturally postmasters, along with others of the pos- 
tal field service, were disappointed in not receiving some salary adjust- 
ment in 1954, but postmasters were not discouraged. What was then 
un apparent temporary loss will, in my opinion, if S. 773 is enacted, 
result in a blessing in disguise, for there is now before the Congress 
proposed legislation that, in the opinion of the Postmasters Associa- 
tion, is the fulfillment of the hopes and aspirations of all postmasters, 
regardless of class or size of office. 

Top management and supervisory salaries in business and industry 
ure based on the relative responsibility of the job. This worthwhile 
principle has been all too lacking in the postal service. In our opinion 
S. 773 is the tool which will permit postmasters to effect a more efficient 
postal operation. 

At our national convention, held in Philadelphia, and more recently 
at the national executive committee meeting here in Washington, the 
Postmasters Association went on record as endorsing S. 773 without 
reservation. 

As has been pointed out to you by the Post Office Department and 
other witnesses, it is impossible to equitably fix salaries when the only 
yardstick is annual receipts, number of persons supervised, or number 
of vehicles or cubic feet involved. 

There are many small first-class offices in larger residential areas 
throughout the country where the incoming mail is as much as at many 
post offices with far greater annual receipts. It is apparent, therefore, 
that a fixation of salaries of postmasters and supervisors solely on the 
basis of receipts is inequitable and unjust in such instances. Some of 
these post offices in strictly residential areas near metropolitan cen- 
ters are rather large postal establishments requiring a number of em- 
ployees. Take for instance two areas in adjacent Virginia and Mary- 
land which have been referred to as the bedrooms of Washington. The 
Arlington and Silver Spring offices are, it is true, first-class offices but 
if annual receipts were in proportion to volume of mail moving 
through these offices the brediet under existing law for fixing of sal- 
aries would be much higher although the number of employees might 
be little changed. I feel certain that each member of the committee 
will think of similar situations in his State. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the primary responsibility for legislation 
rests in the Congress and the committees thereof. Whether the wit- 
ness represents a Government agency or an employees’ organization, 
what he has to say should always be only in the form of a recommenda- 
tion, based on his ability to properly evaluate the needs of those for 
whom he speaks. Many of you have served with great distinction 
through the years you have been on this important committee. You 
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not only know the needs of postmasters but you have shown your deep 
and abiding interest in their problems and welfare. I know that this 
will be equally true of the more recent members. 

Those | represent are hopeful and believe that your action will result 
favorably for them. They trust that you will, without unnecessary 
delay, approve, with of course whatever amendments that you in your 
wisdom feel that the measure before you should have, so that post 
masters may reap, along with others of the postal service, the deserved 
benefits that shall come to them. May I humbly suggest that you 
measure the obligations that are yours with the needs of those I have 
the honor to represent, and may I express the hope that out of these 
hearings will come a bill that will give encouragement and comfort not 
only to management but to all who are in the postal field service, all 
of whom have  dedic ated their lives and their fortunes to a great public 
service, a service which is close to the hearts of all Americans. 

We respectfully ask you for your favorable consideration of S. 773. 

And personally, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, and 
speaking also for President McNamara and Secretary-Treasurer 
Puskar, who are with me, and for other officers and members of the 
associ: ition, I wish to express our deep apprec lation for your extreme 
courtesy in pe rmitting us to present this statement even after you had 
closed your hearings on the postal pay adjustment bills now pending 
before your committee. I thank you. 

The Crarmman. Any deen: 

(No response. ) 

The Cuarrman. This seems to be the last witness, unless we have an- 
other witness here. We are certainly glad to have you come before us, 
Mr. McNamara. I regret very much it Was not possible for me to be 
invited to your convention up at Philadelphia. 

Mr. Brawtey. Mr. Chairman, we have a letter from Miles Kennedy, 
representing the American Legion, testifying in favor of pay increases 
for Federal employees, to be inserted in the record. 

The Cuairnman. Hearing no objection, it will be so inserted. 
(The information referred to is as follows:) 
THE AMERICAN LEGION, 


NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COM MISSION, 


Washington 6, D. C., January 28, 1955. 
Hon. OLin D. JOHNSTON, 
Chairman, Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Senator JOHNSTON: In connection with hearings on bills covering an in- 
crease in pay for Federal civil-service employees, etc., I enclose copy of resolution 
No. 534 adopted at the 1954 National Convention of the American Legion. 

If consistent I would appreciate your inserting this letter and said resolution 
in the record of your hearings. 

Thanking you for your courtesy and consideration, and with kind personal 
regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
MiLes.D. 


KENNEDY, Director. 





RESOLUTION No. 534, 1954 NATIONAL CONVENTION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION 
WasHIineotTon, D. C., Aucust 30—-SEpTeMRER 2, 1954 





Committee: Economic. 
Subject : Need for realistic adjustment of the civil-service pay scale. 


Whereas published reports are to the effect that the cost of living is at it 
highest peak in history; and 
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Whereas there has been no increase in salary of employees of the United States 
classified civil service since July 1951 to compensate for this increase; and 

Whereas veterans comprise more than 50 percent of the total number of em- 
ployees of the United States of America: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the American Legion in national convention assembled at Wash- 
ington, D. C., August 80-—September 2, 1954, That attention be brought the Con- 
gress of the United States of the need for a realistic adjustment of the United 
States civil-service pay scale. 


The CHarrman. Does anyone else have any statements you would 
like to have inserted ? 

The record will remain open until next Tuesday. The record will 
then be printed for use of the committee on considering these pay pro- 
posals in executive session. 

Mr. Brawiey. We also have a statement from Paul H. Robbins, 
executive director of the Society of Professional Engineers. 

The Cuatrman. Being no objection, it will be inserted as though he 
was here. 


(The information referred to is as follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS 


My name is Paul H. Robbins. I am executive director of the National Society 
of Professional Engineers, 1121 15th Street NW., Washington 5, D. C. I appear 
before the committee to present the views of our organization on the pending 
legislation to adjust the basic rates of compensation of officers and employees 
of the Federal Government. 

By way of background, the National Society of Professional Engineers consists 
of more than 34,000 members who are all registered under the various State engi- 
neering registration laws. Our membership is affiliated through 39 member State 
societies and more than 350 local community chapters. The membership of the 
society includes professional engineers of all branches of engineering and all 
fields of employment; private industry, Federal, State and local government, 
education, public utilities, research organizations, and self-employed private 
practice. 

We are concerned with the question before this committee not only because 
some of our members would he directly affected, but in a more important sense 
because of a recognition of the problem faced by the Federal agencies in securing 
and retaining professional engineers for important work. It is well known that 
the increasing technological complexity of our industrial production system and 
our national-defense organization, both military and civilian, has been felt in the 
operations of the Federal agencies and they, too, are requiring increased num- 
bers of highly trained and experienced engineers and scientists. It is likewise 
a well-known fact that the agencies of the Federal Government have had the 
greatest difficulty in recent years in securing the services of engineers and scien- 
tists and, in fact, in some cases have lost experienced technical personnel to more 
attractive offers from industry and other private organizations. The same prob- 
lem has existed, and still exists, with respect to State and local governments. 

The National Society of Professional Engineers has stated, and repeats today, 
that it is in the public interest, and therefore in the interest of the engineering 
profession, that our Federal Government is entitled to and should be in a posi- 
tion to secure the very best engineering and scientific talent which is available in 
order that our country’s interests may be furthered in the fields of national de- 
fense, economy and efficiency. In order to assure this it is the feeling of this 
society that these are several factors involved. 


ECONOMIC STATUS 


Undoubtedly one of the major factors is the discrepancy between the salary 
levels for professional personnel as between the Federal service and private in- 
dustry. The committee already has before it an excellent and comprehensive 
study of the comparison of pay levels for engineers and scientists in the Federal 
service compared to private industry, and private research organizations. We 
refer, of course, to the committee’s publication, Study of the Shortage and Sal- 
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aries of Scientists and Engineers, published in 1954. The accumulated data in 
that report contains convincing evidence that an adjustment of the salaries of 
engineers and scientists in the Federal service is in order and is required if the 
Government is not to fall further behind in its efforts to obtain and retain com- 
petent engineering staffs. The report refers to the salary survey conducted by 
the National Society of Professional Engineers for 1952 and observes that the 
findings at that time indicated that engineers in the Federal services were paid 
at a rate 15 percent lower than private industry. The overall median income 
of engineers in the Federal Government as shown by our survey was $7,300 com- 
pared to $8,420 for private industry. It is also noted that based on the same data 
the salaries of engineers in the Federal service were lower than those applicable 
to engineers in public utilities, education, private practice, and contractor organ- 
izations. The only cases in which the reverse situation was true was in the case 
of State and county or municipal governments. 

With respect to the salary level of engineers and scientists there would appear 
to be no question but that a salary increase along the line being considered by 
the committee is justified and necessary. 

The National Society of Professional Engineers is now conducting a further 
salary survey similar in scope and coverage to that mentioned above for 1952 
As soon as this data has been collected and analyzed a copy of the results will 
be furnished to the committee for general information. 


PROFESSIONAL STATUS, 





As previously stated, we believe the basic problem of the Federal Government 
obtaining and retaining sufficient numbers of qualitied professional engineers in 
volves more than salary consideration alone. A less exact, but highly important 
element in this picture is the matter of professional status. By reason of their 
advanced training and adherence to a commonly accepted ethical standard im- 
posed by the profession itself as a matter of self-discipline in the public interest, 
professionals have come to place a high emphasis on their identification apart 
from strictly occupational classifications. This is not meant to imply that a 
particular class is to be regarded as superior or entitled to preferential treat 
ment, except as that separate identification and treatment may directly assist 
in better performance for the public welfare. 

The fact of professional status does exist and it has been recognized from 
time almost immemorial that separate identification from other occupational 
groups is an important ingredient in maintaining and enhancing the morale and 
service of the professionals. In fact, the Congress of the United States has ac 
cepted this basic doctrine from time to time and provided separate identification 
and treatnJent for professionals under appropriate circumstances, An instance 
of this is the Taft-Hartley Act, which defines professional employees and gives 
them the right of a separate determination election in appropriate representa 
tion proceedings, if any. The Army Organization Act of 1950 contains a 
vision prescribing that persons assigned to professional duties shall possess 
special qualifications similar to the professional qualifications required for simi 
lar work in civilian life. The wage-hour law contains an exemption from certain 
provisions for professional employees. Other cases could be cited to illustrate 
the recognition by the Congress of separate identification and treatment of 
professional persens. 


pro- 


Prior to 1949 the Federal classification structure recognized the distinction 
discussed above and provided a separate pay schedule for those in the P 
fessional) category as distinguished from the CAF 
fiscal) employees. 

The Classification Act of 1949 eliminated the distinction and established the 
present GS (general schedule) category for both professional and other classi 
fications. This was done on the theory that the change would simplify the 
administration of the law and would therefore lead to economy in personne! 
administration. It was stated at the time that editorial arrangement of classes 
of positions into occupational groups with appropriate standards established by 
the Civil Service Conission could be accomplished “without detracting from 
the recognition due established professions and sciences” (S. Rept. 847, 81st 
Cong., Ist sess.). 

We respectfully submit that the experience since that time has demonstrated 
that “the recognition due established professions and sciences” has been dimin- 
ished as a result of the elimination of the separate schedule for professionals. 
With the loss of separate identification has developed a natural tendency toward 


(pro 
(clerical-administrative 
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total group consideration, whether the individuals affected be of the professional 
category or in other occupational groupings. The effect has been a decline in 
morale among professionals, a feeling that the acquisition of specialized know}- 
edge in a profession is no longer regarded as a material factor im personnel 
decisions and a trend toward failing to give the professional personnel full 
opportunities previously accorded in such matters as selection of candidates 
for advanced training leading toward positions of higher responsibility in 
Government administration. This situation is particularly unfortunate when 
applied to personnel progression in areas where specialized professional know!l- 
edge is desirable for higher administrative responsibility. 

The Chairman of the Civil Service Commission in transmitting the report, 
Study of the Shortage and Salaries of Scientists and Engineers, to the Senate 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, commented: “It is our opinion, 
however, that salary changes, if any, for this group (scientists and engineers) 
should only be considered as part of a general review of pay schedules under 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. Only in this manner is it possible 
to maintain the basic principle of the Classification Act, which is that equal 
pay shall be given for substantially equal work.” 

We think that this comment illustrates a basic weakness in the idea of 
including specialized professional personnel with others. It is undoubtedly 
true that equal pay should be given for substantially equal work, but the present 
system dictates equality of work as between professionals and administrative 
personnel, when in fact, the basis of comparison is totally different. 

Private industry has generally recognized that no such comparisons can 
properly be made and have established separate schedules and classifications 
systems for professional employees. 

We urge that the committee give early consideration to amending the Classifi- 
cation Act by providing a P (professional) classification and pay system in the 
earnest belief that such action will be a major step toward helping the Govern- 
ment achieve its objective of attracting and holding fully qualified and compe- 
tent engineers and scientists. 


PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATION 


Efficiency and economy in Government operations cannot be achieved unless 
the personnel of the Government agencies are fully qualified for their positions 
by reason of education, training and experience. This is particularly true in 
the case of specialized personnel, such as engineers, lawyers, doctors, architects, 
accountants and others. This is fundamental in the case of engineers because 
of their responsibility for the design, direction and/or administration of large 
and important projects, involving many billions of dollars each year. 

The selection of engineering personnel, in both design and administrative func- 
tions, has heretofore, and at present been accomplished on the basis of general 
qualification and examination, when appropriate, by the Civil Service Com- 
mission and individual governmental agencies. This process, while it has 
brought many capable and qualified engineers into responsible Federal posi- 
tions, has not assured fully qualified professional engineers in all responsible 
engineering positions. Often, persons are moved into “engineering” positions 
of responsibility based on past administrative service which has not required 
an engineering background. 

From time to time, Government personnel are required to testify in judicial 
or other proceedings as expert witnesses. In the case of engineering testimony, 
the witness is vulnerable to attack on qualification if it is shown that he is not 
qualified as a professional engineer as established by law in all the States. Such 
instances are embarrassing to the Government and may prejudice the Govern- 
ment’s case. 

It may be appropriate in connection with this point to cite the case of B. M. 
A1ycrigg and Helen F. Aycrigg, et al. v. United States of America, decided on 
April 24, 1952, by the United States District Court for the Northern District 
of California, Northern Division, case Nos. 6299, 6809, 6314. The litigation in- 
volved a levee break on certain work performed by the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers. In evaluating responsibility for the break and consequent dam- 
age, Judge Dal M. Lemmon pointed out that the Corns of Engineers failed to 
have a registered engineer in charge of the work of heightening and strengthen- 
ing the levee, commenting: “* * * When the safety of human lives and of 
millions of dollars worth of property is involved, it seems penny wise and pound 
foolish to ent corners in levee construction.” In his conclusion, the judge cited 
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two findings of negligence in principal respects, the first finding being: “Bn 
trusting the supervision of so important a task to two ‘inspectors’ who were not 
registered engineers.” 

This society believes that where a professional field is clearly delineated by 
law, the Federal Government should accept and follow the line of demarcation 
between those who are legally qualified to practice the profession and those 
who are not so qualified. This principle is accepted in the case of the medical 
and legal professions, but not in engineering. With the extensive amount of 
Federal moneys to be expended under the direction of engineering supervision 
and rsponsibility, the Federal Government has the duty to the taxpayer of assur 
ing him of the competency of the engineering personnel involved. The State 
engineering registration laws have been adopted in order to safeguard life, 
health, and property and promote the public welfare. This principle has in 
duced the State legislatures and the Congress of the United States, in the case 
of the District of Columbia, to recognize as a matter of public interest and con 
cern “that the profession of engineering merit and receive the confidence of the 
public and that only qualified persons be permitted to engage in the practice 
of engineering” (quoted portion from Public Law 789, 8ist Cong., 2d sess.). It 
would seem imperative that the executive branch of the Federal Government 
likewise recognize these principles for those in responsible engineering positions 

There may have been some reason for the failure to recognize engineering 
registration in past years when not all of the States and other areas of the 
Nation had engineering registration laws. That is not true today, and there is 
no longer this reason to retain an outmoded policy as regards the engineering 
profession. 

In view of the long history behind this situation, it may not be practical to 
impose an across-the-board requirement of registration under a State law to 
qualify for an engineering position with the Federal service. However, a start 
should be made in that direction and it is suggested that the first step should 
be the institution of a registration requirement for new employees or promoted 
employees to engineering positions at the level of Federal classifications which 
first involve engineering duties considered to be of a responsible supervisory 
or administrative nature. 

We suggest that this point is the present grade GS-13, which is the first 
grade in the Federal schedule requiring at least 4 years of broad and progressive 
professional engineering experience. The State engineering registration laws 
also require 4 years of similar responsible experience to qualify for licensure 
as a professional engineer. By establishing the registration requirement at a 
relatively high level initially a proper beginning can be made which will per 
mit ample opportunity for engineers in the lower grades to acquire the neces- 
sary experience and qualify for registration before they reach the level at which 
the registration requirement is applied. We should like to emphasize that under 
this proposal no incumbent in grade GS-13 or higher would be adversely affected 
as the provision would be operative only in the future. 

It is respectfully suggested the committee give early consideration to a 
further amendment to the Classification Act which will incorporate the regis- 
tration requirement for professional engineers. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The National Society of Professional Engineers sincerely believes that the 
adoption and implementation of the three basic recommendations made herein 
will considerably enhance the position of Federal Government agencies in achiev- 
ing a professional engineering force which will be not only adequate in numbers, 
but outstanding in efficiency of planning and operation. In that spirit we sum- 
marize our three points of recommendation that: 
1. Appropriate pay increases as now contemplated are justified and neces- 
ary. 
2. That the Classification Act be amended to establish a P (professional) 
schedule. 
3. That the Classification Act be amended to require registration under 
State law in the case of professional engineers who may be appointed or 
promoted to positions in present grade GS-13 or above. 
The National Society of Professional Engineers offers the committee and its 
staff any and all cooperation or assistance which may be desired in the study 
of these recommendations. 



















































































































































































































276 SALARIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Brawtey. A statement from Joseph Ehlers, field representa- 
tive, American Society of Civil Engineers. 

The Cuamman. That will be inserted in the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


(The following resolution should be inserted in the hearings—at the request 
of Joseph H. Ehlers, tield representative, American Society of Civil Engineers, 
1026 17th Street NW., Washington, D. C. This resolution was approved by the 
board of directors of the American Society of Civil Engineers in 1954) : 

“Federal pay scales for engineers should be maintained at levels comparable to 
those prevailing in corporate, industrial and private practice. ASCE favors 
legislation authorizing compensation changes to include proportionately larger 
increases for engineers in the higher grades of the Classified Civil Service.” 


Mr. Brawtey. I have a short statement from Congressman Victor 
Wickersham of Oklahoma for insertion in the record. 

The Cuarrman. There being no objection, it will be included. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOovUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D. C., February 17, 1955. 
CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE Post OFFICE, 


United States Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am enclosing herewith my statement urging the favor- 
able enactment of legislation which would provide for a 10 percent increase in 
the wages of postal employees with a minimum of $400. 

I shall appreciate your directing that my statement be included in the testi- 
mony of the hearings regarding this legislation. 

Thanking you, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


VicTOR WICKERSHAM, 
Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. VictOR WICKERSHAM BEFORE THE SENATE POST OFFICE AND 
Crvit SERVICE COMMITTEE ON POSTAL Pay RAISES 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to urge the favorable enactment of legislation which 
would provide for a 10 percent increase in the wages of postal employees with 
a minimum of $400. I wish to stress that the administration’s proposed increase 
of something less than 5 percent for a large number of postal employees would 
be less than meaningless, for after deductions, etc., were taken out, the employees 
take-home pay would really amount to very little. 

I also wish to point out that the Post Office Department’s present plan for re- 
classification so closely follows the Fry report of last year that it is worse than 
the Fry report itself. This plan of the Post Office Department, so I am informed, 
proposes job descriptions that are so loosely defined that any employee could 
be placed in any grade that his superior so desired without giving due consid- 
eration to the qualifications of the employee. It would also prohibit the em- 
ployee from executing any other type of work that needed to be done in the post 
office, or at least give him the privilege of declining to do so. This plan would 
inevitably work against the postal service because as we all know, a good postal 
employee must be a jack of all trades in the office and willing to fulfill any posi- 
tion when the oceasion should arise. It would also ultimately be diabolical in 
nature as it would make for internal politics within the service, which is many 
times worse than the so-called politics outside of any service and which we all 
face in our everyday living. 


The Cuatrman. I believe all those who have requested the oppor- 
tunity to be heard have been granted that privilege. I just want to 
say, in closing the hearings, that I think the witnesses who have ap- 
peared here during the last 2 weeks have completely justified their 


request for pay increases. Some have differed on the form such in- 
crease should take and that is their privilege. 
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I had the honor of being the sponsor of S. 1 to provide an increase 
of 10 percent. My Republican colleagues have sponsored the admin- 
istration’s proposal for reclassification and 5 percent increase. These 
are the differences. The committee will be called into executive ses 
sion without delay to iron out these differences. 

The testimony that has been presented here against the administra- 
tion’s reclassification proposal has raised great doubts in my mind 
about many of its provisions. I shall never vote to give one man com- 
plete authority and control over the postal employees of this Nation. 
No such authority has ever been granted other agency heads. I shall 
therefore vote in committee to support my original proposal S-1. 

(Whereupon, at 3 :10 p. m., the hearing was concluded. ) 


x 





